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CURRENT TOPICS. 


non-consideration by the House of Lords of the 
Transfer Bill was to take Thursday. We write 
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Saturday, the 11th of May, with the 
6th of May. The motions and uno petitions in actions 
marked for Mr. Justice Srrrtive will, during the above period, 
be heard by Mr. Justice Kzxewicn. 


— of Monday, the 





Tue Easrer Sirrine this year will be, as usual, short, consist- 
ing of only thirty-two working days. There are only four whole 
weeks in the time, so that not more than two of the Chancery 
judges will be able to devote a fortnight to reducing the lists of 
witness actions. During the Trinity Sittings there will be eight 
whole weeks, so that each of the four cery judges who 
have chambers can take a fortnight. 





THE UNFORTUNATE mistake by which it was announced in the 
daily paper of Monday, the 1st of April (published on Saturday, 
the 30th of March), that the Lord Chansilion would sit to dis 
of witness actions in Mr. Justice Romzr’s list gave rise to loud 
complaints as to the expense thereby caused. large number 
of witnesses from the country were sent for, and came up to 
town on Sunday to be ready for Monday morning; and the cost 
of keeping them in London was thrown away. We believe 
that the mistake was in no sense due to the cause clerk, but 
arose from a misconception on the part of a learned judge of 
an intimation given by the Lord Chancellor. 





Many or ovr readers will regret to think that the well- 
known visage of the late Official Solicitor will no more appear 
at public dinners. Mr. Pzmsrrtoy, although a reserved 
and reticent wan (perhaps as befitted his office), was, to 
those who knew him intimately, a genial and pleasant com- 
panion. To those who sought to “draw” him, he was the 
reverse. He was fond of attending state dinners, and if he 
happened to be placed near to persons with whom he was 
not acquainted, he became an excellent listener, but, apparently 
on principle, refrained from giving utterance to his opinions 
on any question. We have heard it averred, indeed, that 
the views of the Official Solicitor as to the weather were 
under such circumstances strictly private; they might, you 
see, lead to some consideration or suggestion as to the 
effect of the weather upon the health of persons to whom 
he was next friend or guardian ad litem. He conducted the 
business of his office with great ability and efficiency, and 
had the fullest confidence of the judges, with whom he was in 
frequent personal communication. In cases where lady suitors 
were “shunted” on to him, it is understood that he dealt with 
them with much tact and discretion. His death, which was due 
to —— following influenza, was somewhat sudden, but 
he been suffering from cold for some time, and the recent 
death cf his son had greatly affected him. He was admitted in 
1860, and was appointed Official Solicitor in 1871, in succession 
to Mr. Joun Jamzs Jounson, who up to that date was solicitor 
to the Suitors’ Fund. It will be seen from the order which we 
publish elsewhere that Mr. Dovetas Gara, one of the partners 
of the late Official Solicitor, has been appointed to act tem- 
porarily as Official Solicitor. 





Ir ANY FURTHER testimony were needed as to the grave 
inconvenienceg, resulting from the strangely-persistent refusal 
of the Rule Committee to deal with the vexed question of ser- 
vice out of the jurisdiction, it is to be found in the case of 
> ae (ante, p. 362). In that case the Ovurt of Appeal 

a decision of Norn, J., refusing leave to serve out of 
the jurisdiction notice of an order made on an originati 
summons. We are not prepared to quarrel with the decision, 
which, indeed, rig to be the logical result of the well-known 
case of Re Bus (34 W. R. 372, 32 Oh. D. 123), though we 
believe @ are correct in stating that some learned judges 
have not taken so strict a view, and that, even since the deci- 


sion in Re Busfield, many orders have been made allowing foreign 
‘service of notice of an order made on originating summons. 
We venture, however, to point out the inconveniences and 
anomalies ing the present position of matters. By R.58.C., 








ord. 16, r. 40, it is provided that, wherever in’ certain specified 
cases a judgment or order has been made affecting the rights 
or interests of persons not parties to the action, the court or a 
judge may direct that any ns interested in the estate shall 

e served with notice of the judgment or order, and that after 
such notice such persons be bound by the proceedings as 


if they had originall 
x 4 writ, an order under the above rale can 


commenced 
be obtained ena service to be effected on persons interested 


who are out of the ctio ectually to bind them, 
It is common Knowledge that orders are made daily in proceed- 
ings commenced by origi er summons in which it is just as 
desirable to bind es resident abroad as in the case of pro- 
ceedings commenced by writ. Instead, however, of the plaintiff 
being able to obtain an order for service under ord. 16, r. 40, 
which has the effect of binding the party served, he must give 
notice to the party, and must either rely on the court treati 
such notice as sufficient or apply for an order dispensing wit 
service. In November, 1893, the Rule Oommittee recog- 
nized the inconvenience of this by passing a rule which pro- 
vided for an amendment of ord. 16, r. 40, so as to authorize 
service of notice of judgment on any party, whether within or 
without the jurisdiction. It is needless to remind our readers of 
the fate of that useful provision, together with the rest of the 
much-needed alteration in the rules affecting foreign service. 
We must be allowed to say that anything more unsatisfactory 
than the present condition of matters cannot well be imagined. 
And we venture to urge most respectfully on the Rule Committee 
that they should lose no time in once more grapplizg with the 
whole question of service out of the jurisdiction. The justice of 
the public demands in this respect was admitted eightoen months 
ago; and it is wholly unreasonable that demands admittedly 
just should remain unsatisfied. We are disposed to think that 
the committee would earn more gratitude from the profession 
if they would but take in hand this pressing requirement than 
they are likely to receive for any scheme of general revision of 
the rules. The profession, indeed, would view with perfect 
complacency the postponement of the question of revision to the 
Greek Kalends. On the other hand, the restraints and fetters 
on service out of the jurisdiction are the fruitful cause of daily 
complaints which are, in our judgment, entirely reasonable. 











WE VENTURE to add yet another suggestion to those we have 
reviously submitted to the consideration of the revisers of the 
ules of the Supreme Oourt. Ord. 35, r. 18, provides that 
whenever an action is removed from a district registry to 
London the defendant shall give notice to the plaintiff of an 
address for service in London. We would suggest that the 
terms of this rule should be extended to the plaintiff as well as 
the defendant. It is a peculiarity of the rules as to district 
registry actions that the plaintiff is not required to give any 
address for service in London after the action has been removed 
to London. A plaintiff, wherever resident, may issue his writ 
of summons either in London or in a district registry. If he 
sues @ defendant resident within the district in the registry of 
which he issues his writ, he is bound to give an ad for 
service within the district, and if the defendant neither resides 
nor carries on business in the district, the plaintiff must further 
ive an address for service in London (ord. 4, r. 3). A 
efendant who either resides or carries on business in the district 
must enter appearance in the district registry (ord. 12, r. 4), 


but. he my remove the action as of ri ht by giving notice of 
remov ‘ore delivering a defence ore the expira 

of his time for doing so, whether the writ is 6 'y-indorsed 
or not, except Sa is issued against him under 
order 14 he must wait until he obtains leave to defend (ord. 35, 
r. 18). Subject to that rule, either may apply for an 
onder senoving-the ation io-Lantow (on 05,1. Iv scion to London (ord. $8, ©. 16). Ti 
obvious, ore, that ord. 35, r. 18, is defective, for with these 
facilities for removing the action as of right, it is quite as 
important that a plaintiff suing in a district registry should be 
bound to give an address for service in London on removal of 
the action to London as that a defendant should be so bound. 
As a matter of fact, considerable delay and inconvenience is 
often occasioned by the defect to bev. § 
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ae plaintiff who sues in a district registry does so because he | Kexewicn, J.), and Lord Warson. From the evidence of Mr, 
pe ‘ prefers to have the action carried on in the district, and when | Boyoz it a that his company has undertaken since its 
, shall the defendant removes the action to London the plaintiff is | formation thirty-five trusts, only one of them being a discre- 
after often reluctant to give any facilities to the defendant beyond | tionary trust. The remainder are simply cases of receiving 
ee ad what he is compelled to give under the rules. He frequently | money and applying it. In the case of a di onary trust he 
8 ro. refuses to give an address for service in London. The defend- | said the directors would exercise the discretion after consulti 
mee ant’s London solicitor, therefore, must either carry on the action | with the family solicitor. Lord M’Laren thought that a 
~sainll in London by sending all summonses, pleadings, &c, to the | company ought not to exercise a discretionary power without the 
theta country for service, or he must apply for an order directing the | authority of a judge. In either event the system would be 
coed: § plaintiff to give a Londou IG oe. Such orders | more expensive that the present one, under which trustees 
<n have bee », but it is not quite clear th diction | are quite capable of exercising their discretion without 
. ro | to make them, seeing there is nothing in the rules t0 compel a | reference either to a solicitor or the court. Lord M’Lanen 
pus plain j my ’ en. defendant removes an | advocated some recognized form of official administration for 
r.40. & action to London all the original documents have to be sent by | cases where trustees could not be obtained, though he 
: give all the district registrar to the Central Office so that the action | deprecated the undertaking of the actual work of administration 
A may proceed in London (ord. 35, r. 20). It is obvious, therefore, | by an official. He preferred the Scotch system of administra- 
with that the plaintiff ought in such circumstances to give a London | tion by judicial factors under the supervision of an official. 
Pater: address for service, and that ord. 35, r. 18, ought to contain a | For fifty years, he said, there had been absolutely no loss to 
: . clause to that effect. beneficiaries through the default of judicial factors. J 
ne Cnatmers naturally suggested the county courts as the proper 
neal authority for the administration of small trusts, though he 
ore of On Frimay in last week the question was raised before Mr. | pointed out that the larger county courts have already more 
f the Justice Norrn whether an attachment could be issued against | Work than they can well accomplish, and they would require 
rvice. a solicitor for his default in not paying the costs of a taxation. | further assistance. Mr. OCrarke expressed an opinion that 
tory It will be remembered that the Debtors Act, 1869, in abolish- | #dministration by a receiver and manager appointed by the 
ined. ing imprisonment for debt, excépts (inter aha), by section 4, | court was not costly as a rule, though the expense did not 
nittee sub-section 1, ‘‘default by a solicitor in payment of costs when | depend very much on the size of the estate, and was therefore 
h the ordered to pay costs for misconduct as such, or in payment of a | disproportionately heavy in the case of small estates. The 
ice of sum of money when ordered to pay the same in his character of | creation of a public trustee, he pointed out, would mean a 
onths an officer of the court making the order.” It was decided in Re duplication of machinery, and, say wien the lacurring of 
itedly Rush (L. R. 9 Eq. 147) that this exception applied to the case | Unnecessary expense. Lord Warsow disclaimed the notion that 
: that of a balance found due from a solicitor to his client upon the | there was any call for a public trustee in Scotland. In that 
sion taxation of his bill of costs, and that the solicitor could | country, he said, there is no difficulty in finding pe 
than be attached for non-payment of that balance. The point | capable of performing the functions of trustees. It was re- 
‘on of raised on the present occasion appears not to have n | garded as a social—very nearly, indeed, as a reli ous—duty to 
ually decided before. In Re Hope (L. R. 7 Oh, 523) | take charge of a deceased friend’s estate. “Hoe was quite 
erfect actually pe ( | = _ 
0 the } a solicitor appealed from the refusal of his application to | Satisfied that the present method of administration was the best 
otters discharge the common order for the taxation of his bill of costs, and cheapest that could be devised. He | essai out, as Lon 
daily and his appeal was dismissed, with costs. He failed to pay | M’Lanen had done, that for small estates the sy: of adm 
; these costs when taxed, and Lord Romiriy made an order for | tration by judicial factors afforded all the assistance that was 
his attachment. Lords Justices Jamus and Mxuisn discharged | Tequired. So far the evidence does not seem to suggest that 
the order, on the ground that the costs of the appeal were due | there is any considerable body of opinion in favour of sub- 
from the solicitor merely as an unsuccessful litigant, and not in | stantially interfering with the present administration of trusts 
have his character of a solicitor within the meaning of sub-section 4. | by private trustees. 
f the But in giving judgment Lord Justice Mutzisn said: ‘I do not 
that say that, if a solicitor, in his character of a solicitor, were 
, ordered to pay a sum of money, with costs, he would not be} ‘Tue pxciston of Maruew, J., in the case of Chartered Bank 
of an liable to be imprisoned for non-payment of the costs as Whee 
ie 28 | of India, Australia, and China v. on & Co, (re in last 
t the well as of the original sum recovered.” And Lord Justice wook’s issue) 1s of very oot S issue) is of very considerable im to commercial 
ell as Jamzs agreed that, in the case supposed, “the costs would | non and especially > header who may have in the course of 
strict be considered as included in the sum ordered to be paid.” | ¢neir business to make advances under letters of credit. The 
5 any In the case before Mr. Justice Norru the solicitor had, out! defendants had given to a firm of merchants in Batavia a letter 
oe of moneys in his hands ery © | to his client, retained the | of credit for five thousand,,pounds to be availed of by drafts 
| writ I amount of his bill of costs, and paid over the balance to the against produce bought and paid for but not immediately ready 
If he client. On the oe of the client, an order was made for | 45. shipment, ee P within two months of the 
ry of the taxation of the bill, and the order directed that the solicitor passing of the drafts, and the produce so bought was to be held 
8 for should, within four days after service, pay over the balance (if ;. ; Seal 
d 4 : ; under lien to the defendants until the shipping documents w 
sides any) which should be found due from him on the taxation. ready for transmission to them; and ‘- a edents un 
rther The costs of the taxation were reserved. On the taxation the | took to accept and pay all bille draws by the firm in osm 
A taxing master certified that a balance of £20 17s. was due from | ¢o>mity with the terms and conditions of the letter. 
strict the solicitor. The client then obtained another order for the | was shown to the plaintiffs, whe akers, and the plain- 
r. 4), payment by the solicitor of the taxed costs of the taxation, and | tis, discounted bills drawn by the firm in question although no 
ce of these costs were afterwards taxed at a considerable sum. The uce had been either bought or paid for against which such 
ation solicitor failed to pay either of these sums, and the client a i nga be drawn. When Pn presented by the 
orsed plied for leave to issue an attachment against him. On the | bank to the defendants for acceptance + lasteistente refused to 
inder authority of what was said by the Lords Justices in Re Hope, | accept the same, as they said they were only bound to accept 
L. 35, Mr. Justice Nort held that the attachment might issue for senkieh poten actually and paid for, that is, 
a }/ the non-payment of the costs of the taxation, at well a Tor the to the terms and conditions of the letter. Upon the trial of 
bab non-payment of the original balance found due from the question of law the learned j : 
~_ solicitor. defendants was right, onl, 
ld be at least, as the def 
al of FurtHer EvipEnce has been given before the House of Com- | advanced by them on these bills. 
und. — eae on ee aoe of ps Mr. H. R. | led_into their present difficulty 
: Yor (manager of the Trust oO e Trustees linerenc 
- A and Executors Corporation), lord M'Lamen Judge Cuatmers, 
Mr. Oxarxe (one of the chief clerks in the chambers of /i 
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from the authorities that a bond fide holder of a bill drawn under 


it and taken by him under the faith of such letter has a right 
j oF his refusal 












‘ank of India, London, and China (33 Ii. J. Ch. 363) 


Apia 4a-hand Re The Agra and Masterman’s Bank (15 W. R. 414, L. R. 2 
Ch. $51) are good instances of the respective rights and 


liabilities of persons acting under such a letter of credit, and 
are authorities to shew that an open letter of credit is a contract 
e grantor of fhe letter with all the world, and is a 


representatiin promise by the prantor to aly person who 
Complies with its terms, and who becomes in due course the 





























holder of a bill drawn under it, that the bill will be duly 
honoured. The letter may be addressed to un individual, but if 
a | to such individual with the object of being shewn to 





all the world, then those who act upon it have the advantage of 
hak 7 an actual legal contract with the giver of tho letter, as stated by 
Brett, L.J., in the case of Zhe Union Bank of Canada v. Cole 
(47L. J.C. P. 100). On the other hand, if there be on the face 
of the letter itself, as in the case just decided by Maruew, J., 
conditions to be complied with, then it is incumbent on those 
who may advance money on bills drawn under the credit to see 
that such conditions have been complied with, and if they do not 
do so they are advancing upon such bills at their own risk, and 
if the conditions have not in fact been complied with then they 
have no remedy against the giver of the letter in case he refuses 
to accept. This was very clearly laid down by Lord Mansrierp 
in the case of Mason v. Hunt (1 Douglas, at p. 297) where he 
says: ‘‘An agreement to accept is but an agreement, and if it 


is conditional and a third person takes tho bills, knowing all the 
conditions annexed to the oe le takes subject to the somiitions.” 


he anada Vv uot supra), 
decided by the Court 
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. 0 
of Appeal (Bramwett, Brert, aud Corton, 
L.JJ.) in 1877, shows that where there are conditiv.: on the face 
of the letter the performance of such conditions is a condition 
precedent to the right of persons discounting bills drawn under 
the letter to recover against the giver of the letter, and if any 
contract is created between such persons and the giver of the 
letter such contract is subject to such conditions. That case, 
therefore, really concludes the present case, pr Ee 





THe Question raised in Re Leng, Tarn v. Emmerson (ante, p. 
$29), would, perhaps, have caused no difficulty, but for the 
tendency shewn in some of the cases to restrict uuduly the effect 
of section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, That section provides 
that, in administration by the court of the assets of a deceased 
person whose estate is insufficient for the payment of his debts 
and liabilities in full, and in the winding up of a company whose 
assets are insufficient for the payment of debts and liabilities 
and the costs of the winding up, the same rules shall prevail 

‘. (1) as to the respective rights of secured and unsecured creditors, 
4. (2) as to debts and liabilities provable, and (3) as to the valua- 
5. tion of annuities and future and contingent liabilities respec- 
tively, as are in force for the time being under the law of 
bankruptcy with respect to the estates of persons adjudged 
bankrupt. Upon this enactment questions have frequently 
arisen as to how far the law and practice in bankruptcy have 
been introduced into administration of insolvent estates by the 
court and into winding up. One object the Legislature had in 
view was to abolish the distinction with regard to proof of debts 
by secured creditors, In administration a secured creditor could 
both realize his security and prove for his debt (Mason v. Bogg, 
2 My. & Or. 443), provided he did not receive altogether more 
than 20s, in the £; and the same rule prevailed in winding up 
(Kellock’s case, L. R. 3 Ch. 769). Hence it was said, somewhat 
too hastily, that this was the sole object of the section (Zee v. 
Nuttall, 12 Oh. D., p. 65; Re Withernsea Brickworks, 16 Oh. D. 
$87). Butin Mersey Steel and Iron Oo. y. Naylor (9 Q. B.D., 
p. 662) Jxsser, M.R., pointed out the error involved in so 
narrow a construction. By the express words of the section the 
Legislature have extended the law and practice of bankrup:cy 
into the other departments in question, not only in respect of the 
respective rights of secured and unsecured creditors, but also in 
respect of ‘debts and liabilities provable,” and effect must be 
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section on the rights of secured creditors. In Re Leng the wife 
of the testator in the action had lent him money for the purpose 
of his business, and, consequently, by section 3 of the ied 
Women’s bys, Act, 1832, she would, in the event of his 
bankruptcy, have been debarred frum provixg against his estate 
in competition with his creditors. It seems sufficiently clear 
that this is a rule as to ‘‘debts and liabilities provable” which 
is in force under the law of bankruptcy, and which, therefore, 
by the express direction of section 10, is to be applied in the 
administration of an insolvent estate by the court. In point of 
fact the testator’s estate was solvent so far as rapnoted-4ckal 
but was insufficient to pay in addition the costs of the action. 
In this respect there is a curious difference in the wording of the 
section in the case of administration and of winding up, the 
reference to costs being omitted in the former case, but the 
Court of Appeal got over the difficulty by observing that it was 
proper to remind liquidators that the costs of the winding up ‘ 
must first be deducted before it was known whether the estate | 
was solvent or not; the court needed no such reminder as to the 
costs of an administration action. In the result, therefore, the 
eotate was treated as insolvent, and the widow was postponed to j 
the creditors. 
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THE SPECIAL LIST UNDER ORDER 14, 


Tue Special List under order 14 is undergoing some development, 
whether desirable or otherwise remains to be seen. When rule 
8 first came into operation and the Special List was opened, the 
general idea was that, if a defence was raised of such a kind as 
to require a jury or a lengthened trial without a jury, the 
proper course was 0 give unconditional leave to defend and) © 
allow the action to proceed in the ordinary way, but not to 

insert the case in the § ecial List. The words of the rule entirely 
support this view: ‘‘ A special list shall be kept for the trial of 
causes in which leave to defend has been given under this order, 
and in which the judge is of opinion that a prolonged trial will 


not be requisite,” &c. The obvious purpose of the rule was to 
rovide for a class of cases which were found in working to lie 
just quiside thes scope oF shsmbee — = which involved no 
uestion of fact or law of sufficient difficulty or importance to 

SO SSTATS TRSISI SRT THOT OF UYTeMSIVe argument — pris ge eaeoar 
ero had been various decisions restricting the scope of 


order 14, by deciding that unconditional leave to defend ought 
to be given to a defendant who could shew any substantial 
ground of defence. The cases on the point are numerous and 
varied, and it is not necessary to recapitulate them here. They 
may be divided into three classes: First, there were questions of “ 
fact which required trial by jury, such as allegations of fraud, 

or allegations raising any real AoabE as to the actual relations 
Which subsisted between the parties ; secondly, questions of law 2_ 
which had not been definitely settled by authority, and questions 

of construction where there was a tat dispute between the 
parties as to the meaning of the document on which the claim 
was based ; and, thirdly, there were minor disputes which had 2. 
been held to entitle a defendant to leave to defend, but which 
were confined within a narrow compass, such, for oe as to 
whether all the goods had been delivered, or where there was 
denial of the contract, or questions of law or construction raised 
which might be promptly decided by a ag shy argument or © 
examination of the parties. The — ist was no doubt 
intended for cases of the last named class. 

The decision of the Court of Appeal in Langton v. Roberts (10 
Times Rep. 492) has made it impossible to restrict the scope of 
any case inserted in the Special List. Inthatcasethedefendant — 
raised the defence before the master that the plaintiff, who sued 
on a bill of exchange, was not the bond fide holder for value. 
The master, on being asked to insert the case in the Special 
List, made an order to that effect, adding the words, ‘‘ the sole 
question being whether the plaintiff is the bond fide holder for 
value.” Mr. Justice Granruam, who tried the case as a short 
cause, refused to allow the defendant to raise the further defence 
that the bill was overdue and dishonoured when the plaintiff 
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took it, and that he therefore took it subject to all the equities ~ 
attaching to it. al remitted the action for 
trial, bein : as 














given to these words quite independently of the operation of the 
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The effect of this case is to make the management of the 
8 List somewhat difficult. The masters have to confine 

e cases put into the Special List 
‘of opinion that a prolo trial will isite.” In- 
& defendant may su raise at the 


trial any defence he pleases, whether he has raised it before the | Linp 
master or not, there must necessarily be considerable difficulty 
in confining the Special List to the class of cases for which it 
was intended. It is no doubt due to this cause that we now find 
cases heard as short causes, some of which are tried with juries, 
and some of which, ewes tried without juries, not infrequently 
occupy the whole of the day set apart for the Special List. 

The matter is one of some importance, because every | insertion 
of a long case in a short cause list delays the parties in all the 
other short causes in the day’s list, and deprives them of the 
advantage which they have a right ‘to expect from having their 
case inserted in the Special List. They have clearly a right to 
expect that all the other cases inserted in the paper before their 
own shall be short causes also, and that the moment it is known 
that a case will require prolonged trial, it should be removed 

I out of the way and be put into the general list. Unless some 
such system is adopted, we shall be within measurable distance 
of baving the Spoual List under order Tf utilized as a short cut 
total Of actions which have no claim to be —— as short 
causes, to the prejudice of parties to actions in the 
which really are short causes. ‘ 


























CONTRACTS OF SERVICE. 


Tux case of Robb v. Green (reported elsewhere), decided this week 
by Hawx1ns, , deals with an important question as to the nature 
of the obligation imposed on a servant by a contract of service. 
‘The plaintiff is the proprietor of the Liphook Game Farm, in 
Hampshire, and carries on a large business in the breeding of 
pheasants and other birds and in the sale of theireggs. In 1891 
he engaged the defendant as manager of the business, and the en- 
gagement lasted till the end of 1893, when it was terminated in 
ursuance of notice to that effect given by the defendant. In the 
atealng of 1894 the defendant started in a similar business on 
transpired 
of the 


uentl 





his own account in Oxfordshire, and it su 
E: while in the service of the plai 









names ani resses of the p 
using the list in order to solicit their ord . 
plaintiff alleged that his own business fell off in consequence, 
and he brought an action for an injunction and Ina 
eonsidered judgment Hawxuns, J., held that he was entitled to 
both. He granted the injunction, and he assessed the damages 
at £150. 
“There seems to be nothing i 
























it would ne be so in the case of a 
er of a business appointed by the court; yet 


receiver and 
in Trish vy. Irish (40 Ch. D. 49) Nortu, J., said it was impossible 


upon the sale of the business to restrain the former manager 
from doing Seaineis with the customers unless there was a con- 
tract to that effect, and, had it been necessary to go as far, he 
would have found great, difficulty in restraining him from 
soliciting custom. There is, indeed, no more ground for inter- 
fering under such circumstances with a person who has been 
employed in the business than with a former owner of the busi- 
ness who has sold the goodwill. Each can at once set up a rival 
business, and each can try to gain for himself the customers of 
the existing business. The only way of avoiding such a result 

[' is to require a suitable stipulation to be included in the contract 
of service or entered into on the sale of the goodwill, as the 
case may be. 


But though a servant may, upon the termination of his 





engagement, set up in business in competition th his former 
fiaster, it does no ollow that he can usé for the purpose ¢ 

, businéss information or materials which he has obtained in 
de course of his employment. oa by J led sd (et 
ue cannot use. his is 





lator of a tendes Gieesteey so cutele. oteaminenants. Sam 
and to the blocks and materials necessary for 
producing the ad Yr thy penn Byah on | 
Te- | Gon of Shale enqughesek Wath teen, He Salieeic on 
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LEY, é BB... 
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° r the interes’ ; 3 >) of 
he I ny such Fight, Suah « uso fs contrary o th 
bch exists between principal and agen { tra 
good faith of the employment, and good fail 
whole of an rev obi gati ions to hi SESE pre 50 " ’ 
L.J., observed that, w circumstanc 
pro inference to be asawn wee, teat Ui wes 
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understanding that the materials 
than for the purposes of the em in the course of which 
gy Ac tdy ory gg The case, , is similar to § Sons uo 

Priester (19 Q. B. D. 629), where the defendan: hd .« . 
boos ae ted with a picture Seen $9 0 meanien Ser. Oe A. 
purpose of making copies for them, made copies 
Phich, he disposed of on his own account. It has held to be 

not 


E 
Ss 


an implied term of the contract that he should 
copies other than those ordered by the plaintiffs. 


With respect to infggmagipn soc acquired by a servant during  f : 
his employment, must be made according as he —_ 
has acquired it It ho has anquited tm the ordinary course of his 


employment. 
be allowed . make _w 


of certain vaaieuer ta medicines, engaged 

assistant, but he was not to be taught the way of the 
medicines. The defendant Mag 8 ed m Og access to the | a) 
of receipts and copied them. Lord nted 

ice to restrain Din Sem using them 










ro | robtalaed. os be etka clvauinan dha Eaaal Aate 
i pawns g, ig aaa fap ighy peal | 
nally confided. Thu m of in x 


obtained from a cler! 







: } , 2 5 
Prince Albe . p. 45). 4 
Morison vy. Moat (9 Hare, 241) an iebidisn ae fon to 5 
restrain the defendant from usi uo a secret in the compound 
ing of a medicine when he acquired know! 
secret from a n who was Mis onteact ia Saparting ff 
such knowl 
fidence. 


and was committing a breach of trust and con- 
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Ch. 218), where canvassers rans — 


any breach 
terminate a — “3 
of his mental e nich ti 
own p unless he is prevented from a on dene ty see e. 
stipulation. The decision of Jesszt, M.R., in Boater's Tram a 
Co. v. Byron (43 L. J. Ch. 6 35s; bas Ges aiveaele 4 
sad _on the pertieniee Jaen Deo, 5. Oe ae ¢ 
incorrect defendants, who had been agents for 
pilant compens, and hed in the cousse of the aguuey oblate 

e ers in telegraphic despatches, claimed to use them 
attor the agency had. terminated. The Master of the Rolls 
declined to interfere with such user, on the ground that the 
defendants could Be FF in the » of a contract 
or implied, be restrained use of kno 
acquired while pipes rag ye pal and agent subsisted after 
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that relation had terminated. Assuming that the defendants 
could have remembered all the cyphers, this reasoning supports 
the view taken above. But in Tact the cyphers were over a 
thousand in number, and the defendants must have relied on 
the copies they had in their possession. Thus the case is really 
an instance of the rule stated above, as to the use of materials 
obtained in the course of the employment. 

Another instance of a similar nature is afforded by Helmore v. 
Smith (No. 2) (35 Ch. D. 449), where a person who was clerk to 
a of coal merchants had a list of customers given him to be 
used in the service of the firm. Upon being dismissed, he took 
this list with him, and, having set up in business on his own 
account, he used it for the purpose of soliciting the customers of 
the firm. The decision of the case did not call for notice of this 
conduct, but both Corroy and Bowen, L.JJ., expressed strong 
disapproval of it. ‘‘ My decision,” said the former, “ does not 
turn on this fact, but it must not be supposed that I do not 
strongly disapprove of such conduct.”” And Bowen, L.J., 
observed: “It must not be assumed that such conduct was 
honest or legal ; nor could I sit by and allow it to go forth to 
the world that I countenance the doctrine that the confidential 
information received by a servant to advance his master’s 
business may be used afterwards by him to advance his own 
business to the injury of his master’s interests. It is part of 
the implied contract between the master and the servant that 
such confidential information is not to be used to the master’s 


disrtvantaye.” 
ese last words appear to be opposed to the view suggested 


above, that the servant is, after his employment is ended, en- 
titled, in the absence of stipulation to the contrary, to use in- 
formation properly obtained which has become part of his 
mental a Whether he may really do so or not will 
bly be determined by some future case. But it is an easy 
eduction from the considerations already set forth that he may 











not deliberately make use of his means of access to his master’s 
boo. for tufure use the information he there finds. 





ployment makes it necessary for him to consult the books, 
and he may thus become familiar with the matter they contain. 
This is the natural result of his attention to his master’s busi- 
ness. But so soon as he sets himself to copy that information 
for his own use he is no longer acting in the course of his em- 


prymen; VD the contrary, be 1s acting in violation of his duty 











¢ /to ds his ster. That duty is defined by HAwkins, J., as 
consisting especially in the following three points :—The ser- 


y. vant must honestly and faithfully serve his master ; he must not 
z, Sbuse_his confidence in matters appertaining to his service ; 
DY all reasonable means in his nowe ote 

erosis in respect to matters confided to him in 
of his service. The second point is enough for the 
resent purpose. The servant must not abuse his master’s con- 

idence in matters appertaining to his service. Since the rela- 

tion of master and servant must be treated as purely one of 


con effect ca iven to this duty by implying 
& corres ng term in the contract. It is an implied stipula- 


tion érvant shail not abuse his master’s confidence. In 
Robb v. Green the defendant abused his employer’s confidence by 
using for his own purposes the list of customers to which he 
only had access for his employer’s purposes. He committed, 
therefore, a breach of the term implied in his contract of service, 
and for this breach damages were given against him. 
i tatement of the authorities shews that the 
rand servant is treated as a relation of conii- 
. In the course of the employment the servant obtains 
ma or information to the iiiauhions of which the master 
is exclusivel entitled, and in strictness it follows that the 
servant is debarred from making use of these materials or this 
information to his own profit and the master’s loss, whether 
during the employment or after it has terminated. Such use 
may be treated as a breach of confidence and actionable on this 
ground, but it is technically more correct to treat it as a breach 
| 2 an implied stipulation that the servant shall not abuse his 
midence. trobably there isan exception with reg 
to information which the servant, in good faith and without any 
specialregard to his own profit, obtains in the course of his 



















employment, and this he may be entitled to use. The case of 
Trego v. Hunt (ante, p. 283), where a partner was held to be 








entitled to take lists of customers, although on the termination 
of the partnership he was to have no interest in the goodwill, 
differs from Robb vy. Green in one important point. The relation 
of partners is doubtless, like that as master and servant, a rela- 
tion of confidence, but the information at the command of the 
firm belongs, during the continuance of the partnership, to all 
the partners. It is possible, therefore, to hold that a partner 
commits no breach of confidence by making such use of it as will 
facilitate his lawful competition with the other partners after the 
partnership has come to an end. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Law oF EvipENcE.—The Evidence in Criminal Cases Bills have 
been considered by the House of Lords Standing Committee. On 
clause 1 of Lord SBURY’S Bill (person charged with offence, and 
wife or husband, a competent witness), Lord RussELL oF KILLOWEN 
pointed out that sub-section (a) provided that the person so charged 
should not be called as a witness without his consent. Supposing 
two persons, A. and B., jointly charged with an offence. B.'s 
defence was that he was not present when the offence was comuitted, 
Why should he not be at liberty to compel A. to go into the box and 
testify to that effect? The only objection that he could see to that 
was that A., as the person who committed the offence, might in- 
criminate himself. He did not think that ought to outweigh B.'s 
right to be acquitted. Lord HatsBury said he was not sure that if 
all objections to this proposal were got rid of he should not concur 
in the view of his noble and learned friend, but as things were it 
would kill the Bill to make a prisoner a compellable witness. The 
Lord Chancellor thought it was better not to depart from the pria- 
ciple that the witness should be a voluntary witness only. The 
clause was agreed to. Lord Morris moved to omit clause 4, which 
provides that the Bill shall not extend to Ireland. Lord HAtssury 
pointed out that the reason for excluding Ireland was the hostility 
of the Irish members. They had blocked the Bill for five years, and 
thus the practical reason for not including Ireland in the Bill was 
that her inclusion would prevent the Bill from becoming an Act of 
Parliament. A division was taken, and there voted 13 for the clause 
and 12 against. Lord Morris gave notice that in consequence of 
the narrow majority he should take the opinion of the House on the 
amendment at a later stage. The Bill, together with its counterpart, 
Lord HerscHEuw’s Bill, was ordered to be reported without amend- 
ment to the House. 

MortTGAGEEs’ Costs.—Lord MACNAGHTEN, in moving the second 
reading of the Mortgagees’ Costs Bill in the House of Lords, 
remarked that it dealt with a technical point in the law relating to 
mortgagees, and that its object was to do away with a rule which, 
he thought, was due to over-refinement on the part of Chancery 
judges. In cases of money raised on mortgages a person had, of 
course, to pay the costs of the mortgagee for investigating the title 
and completing the mortgage; but if the mortgagee happened to be 
a solicitor the court declared that he was not to receive any remunera- 
tion for his labour. The same rule applied after the mortgage was 
completed. He thought their lordships would agree that the rule 
was unreasonable ; moreover, it was easily evaded, it was rarely put 
in force unless there was ill-will between the parties, and it led to 
more expense than it saved. The Lord Chancellor said he had no 
objection to the second reading of the Bill, but it had been 
pointed out to him that other prefessional men than solicitors 
were unable to obtain their charges when they became 
mortgagees, and he could see no reason why the Bill should 
not be extended to them also. Lord MacnaGuTeEN said that there 
was this distinction in the matter—that provision was made for tax- 
ing the costs of solicitors, which did not apply to other professional 
men, and, solicitors being officers of the court, it was more easy to 
deal with the question of costs in their cases than in those of other 
persons. ‘Che Bill was read a second time. 

OFFICERS OF THE SUPREME CouRT.—The memorandum prefixed 
to the Supreme Court (Officers) Bill, which has been introduced by 
the Home Secretary, explains that the object of clause 1 is to 
strengthen the safeguards in the existing law against the making of 
unnecessary appointments. By section 21 of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Act, 1881, it is provided that, upon the occurrence of any 
vacancy in the office of any officer of the Supreme Court, notice 
thereof shall be forthwith given to the Lord Chancellor and also to 
the Treasury, and no appointment shall be made to fill such vacancy 
within the period of one month next after the date of such notice 
without the assent of the Lord Chancellor, given with the concurrence 
of the Treasury ; and the Lord (Chancellor may make provision for 
the temporary discharge of the duties of the office. Clause 1 of the 
Bill proposes that the section shall have effect as if the words 
“i within the period of one month next after the date of such notice” — 
were omi ; and, further, that the provision to be made by the | 
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Lord Chancellor shall be made with the concurrence of the Treasury, 
and shall extend to making provision for the ¢ di of 
the duties of the office without making a fresh appointment. The effect, 
therefore, will be that the Lord Chancellor pr the Treasury, acting in 
concert, can prevent the filling up of any vacancy, and make provi- 
sion in some other manner for the performance of the duties attach- 
ing to the office. Thenecessity for clause 2 is said in the memorandum 
to arise out of the fact that doubts have recently been raised whether 
Orders in Council regulating the civil service apply to the legal 
departments. The clause proposes that the following matters relating 
to the officers of the Supreme Court shall be regulated by order to be 
made by the Lord Chancellor, subject, in any regulation affecting the 
expenditure of public funds, to the concurrence of the Treasury :—(a) 
the number, qualifications, style, classification, duties, transfers, and 
attendance of those officers; (b) the a amation of two or more 
offices, or the distribution of the duties of an officer among two or 
more Officers; (c) holidays, sick leave, and the temporary employ- 
ment of substitutes; and (d) promotion, succession, age for retire- 
ment, and removal. Any order made under the section may be made 
to apply to any officer, whether appointed before or after the passing 
of the Act, except that an order as to retirement or removal shall ‘not 
apply to any officer appointed before the passing of the Act who holds 
oftles by statute during good behaviour. The memorandum states 
that orders based on similar principles to those recently laid down for 
the civil service are intended to issued as soon as the power to 
make such orders is given. Clause 3, which proposes to abolish the 
office of Queen’s Remembrancer, is introduced in pursuance of under- 
takings frequently given in the House of Commons when the 
Estimates have been under discussion; although, in fact, the office 
has for a considerable number of years been virtually abolished by 
consolidation with that of Senior Master of the Supreme Court. The 
Bill has been read a first time in the House of Commons. 

PzrsJuRY.—On the motion for the second reading of the Perjury 

Bill in the House of Commons, objection was taken that it was not 
merely a consolidating Bill, but created a new offence. The Attor- 

ney-General said that he had explained on a former occasion that, 
inasmuch as the Bill attempted the codification of about 150 statutes, 

it could not be affirmed that it was purely and simply a consolidation 

Bill. It was for the purpose of making it a — consolidation Bill 

that he proposed to refer it to the Statute Law isi 


evision Committee 
and to withdraw from it anything that was considered controversial. 
The Bill was read a second time. 

DisTrEss.—The Distress Bill (see ante, p. 312), which has passed 
the House of Lords, has been read a second time in the House of 
Commons. 

Roya AssENT.—On the 28th ult. the Royal Assent was given to 
the Consolidated Fund (No. 1) Act, and the Australian Colonies 
Customs Duties Act. 








REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Parish Councillor: Being a Concise Description of his Powers, 
Duties, and Liabilities under the Local Government Act, 1894. By 
4 RowLeEY Parker, Solicitor and Parliamentary Agent. Knight & 

0. 


Report of the Seventeenth Annual Meeting of the American Bar | “8 


Association, held at Saratoga Springs, New York, August 22-24, 
1894. Philadelphia: Dando Printing and Publishing Co. 
Professional Accountants: An Historical Sketch. By BERESFORD 
Wortuineton. Gee & Co. 
The Law Quarterly Review (April, 1895), Edited by Sir FREDERICK 
Potiock, Bart., M.A., LL.D. Stevens & Sons. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


SERVICE OUT OF THE JURISDICTION OF NOTICE OF ORDER 
ON ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


[J'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I notice that the Court of Appeal in the case of Re Cliffe, 
Edwards v. Brown upheld the decision of Mr. Justice North that, in 
cases where parties were abroad who would have been served with 
notice of an administration judgment if within the jurisdiction, 
should be served nally by letter or otherwise with the adminis- 
tration order, and that upon proof that the matter had been brought 
to the knowledge of these parties the court would be able to act in 
their absence, but that there was no jurisdiction to make an order 
for leave to serve the notice out of the jurisdiction. 
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future in serving notices of such orders on parties abroad, and 
whether it will be mscediars. So Sitbons <0 Sr rea a 
in the form No. 28, Appendix G, as 

if so, whether the time within which the 
court to add to or vary the order will be 
verbally, or how otherwise ; 
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which to my knowledge has been follo for the 
the Palatine Court of Lancaster, where notices 
judgments have been served without leave in other parts of England 
outside the county of Lancaster, although in cases of writs of 
summons issued out of that court it is to obtain, under the 
Palatine Acts, the leave of the Court of Appeal for service in any part 
of England outside the county of Lancaster. 


Law Association-buildings, 13, Harrington-street, 
Liverpool, April 2. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
ORDER OF CouRT. 


Monday, the 1st day of April, 1895. 
Whereas, upon my request the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright has, 
with the concurrence of the Lord Chief Justice of England, consented 
to sit and act as an additional judge of the Chancery Division for the 
urpose of hearing any causes or matters which may be ed to 
hime by me. I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Hi , Lord 
High Chancellor of GreatBritain, do, pursuant to the Supreme Court 
of Judicature Act, 1884, s. 5, hereby order that the se causes and 
matters which have been transf for trial or hearing only to Mr. 
Justice Romer, be assigned to Mr. Justice Wright, for the purpose 
of hearing the same or any application connected with such hearing, 
and be marked in the Cause ks accordingly. And, I do further 
order that such of the said causes or matters as shall not have been 
dis of, or partly dealt with by the said Mr, Justice Wright 
before the commencement of the next Easter Sittings, be then re- 
transferred, without further order, to the said Mr, Justice Romer. 
And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar, and set up in the 
several Offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 

HERSOHELL, O, 





THE OFFICIAL SOLICITOR. 
ORDER OF CouRT. 


Saturday, the 30th day of March, 1895. 
Whereas, in order to make tempo i for the discharge 
of the duties of the office of official so! reme ec | 
now vacant owing to the death of Mr. Henry Leigh Pemberton, 
have requested and authorized Mr. Garth, one of the 
solicitors of this court, to act as such solicitor during such 
vacancy. And, whereas, the said Mr. Henry Leigh Pemberton, as 
the official solicitor of the Supreme Court, has been named as next 
friend or guardian ad litem in various causes and matters now pend- 
ing, I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do order that the said Mr. Douglas Garth, during the vacancy 
in the office, and the new solicitor to the Su Court when 
appointed, be appointed under the official of “ the 
solicitor,” to act as next friend or guardian ad litem, in the place of 
the said Mr. Henry ge Pemberton, deceased, in all causes or 
matters now pending in which the said Mr. Henry Leigh Pemberton 
has been named next friend or guardian ad litem, in his capacity of 


: 


official solicitor. And this order is to be drawn the registrar, 
and set w ee, | Ant te eo as of the High 
Court of Justice. HERSCHELL, C. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Covrr. 
Friday, the 29th day of March, 1 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great B: 
hereby transfer the actions mentioned in the schedule hereto 
Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Srretine (1894—K.—No. 803). 
Between James Kirk (Plaintiff) and the Bristol Empire Palace of 
Varieties Limited (Defendant). 


Mr. Justice Ourrry (1895—L.—No. 628). 


ae 
re 





I shall be glad to know what will be the correct practice for the 


Between Anne Phoebe and Catherine Black, the 
wite of Peter Blair Black, the (eter Blair’ Black, Arnold Elworthy 
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Williams, Sidney John Montagu, The Victoria Steamboat Association 
Limited and William Lee Beardmore (Defendants). 
Mr. Justice Norru (1895—L.—No. 570). 

Between George Lovibond (Plaintiff), and La Construction Limited, The 
Brewers’ and General Fire Insurance and Guarantee Corporation Limited, 
and Messrs. Paddison, Fullilove and Company (Defendants). 

Mr. Justice Kexswicn (1895—H.—No. 497). 

Between Edwin Hughes (Plaintiff), and the House Investors’ Corpora- 

tion Limited (in liquidation), Sadler Long, and John James Pakes 


(Defendants). 
Mr. Justice Currry (1895—S.—No. 338). 
Between Charles Savage (Plaintiff), and the Medical Electrical Institute 
Limited (Defendant). 
Mr. Justice Nortu (1895—R.—No. 182). 


Between Alfred Ross (Plaintiff), and the Medical Electrical Institute 
Limited and another (Defendants). 


Mr. Justice Kexewicn (1895—F.—143). 
Between Richard Furber (Plaintiff), and The Medical Electrical Insti- 
tute Limited (Defendant). Henrscueg11, C. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BLACK v. DAWSON—No. 1, 2nd April. 
Pracrice—Wrait—Segrvice out or JunispicTIon—APPLICATION TO SET ASIDE 
Survice—R. 8S. C., XIJ., 30—Jupicarure Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vror. 
c. 16), s. 1, sun-secrion 4. 
The plaintiff having obtained leave er parte from the judge at chambers 
to serve the writ of summons out of the jurisdiction, the defendant, who 


was served accordingly, moved, under ord.12,—r— 30, in the Divisional 
order giving leave to serve and the service of the 
a e Divisional Co e 


a as ail appeal upon a matter of 
practice and 





ure within the meaning of section 1, sub-section 4, of 
the Judicature Act, 1894, and that the motion must be made in the Court 
of Appeal. The case was mentioned to the Court of Appeal. 

Lord Esnzr, M.R., said that they had consulted the other members of 
the Court of Appeal as to the practice to be followed in the future in such 
cases. The order of the judge at chambers giving leave to serve the writ 
out of the jurisdiction was a step in the procedure, and if he had refused 
leave an appeal would lie here upon leave to appeal being cbtained. The 
learned judge having op ree to serve the writ out of the jurisdiction, 












th he order, was to 

app j service, and 

not t Divisional Court or in this court, and then an appeal 
lie with leave to thi 

PES an ieny, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Joseph Walton, Q.C., 


and 4. J. Walter ; Crump, Q.C., and Arthur Russell. 
$ Owen ; Lattey § Hart. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


‘*THE SATANITA”—No. 1, 29th March. 


Apurmatty—CoL.ision serween Yacnts—Damace—SrarvTory Li1raTion 
—Contract—Mercnant Surrrine Act, 1862, s. 54. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Bruce, J., sitting as the judge 
of the Admiralty Court. The action was brought by the Earl of Dunraven, 
the owner of the yacht Valkyrie, against Mr. Clarke, the owner of The 
Satanita, to recover damages sustained by reason of a collision of The 
Satanita with The Valkyrie in the Rivet Clyde, which resulted in the 
sinking of the latter yacht. The collision took place whilst the two 
yachts were cruising about preparatory to starting for the fifty mile race 
at the regatta of the ‘Mudhook Yacht Club on the Clyde. It was admitted 
that The Satanita had improperly failed to keep out of the way of The 
Valkyrie, and also that the collision occurred without the actual fault or 
privity of the owner of Te Satanita. The only question was whether the 

laintiff could recover as damages the whole amount of the loss sustained 
by him, which was alleged to be about £8,000, or whether the liability of 
the defendant was limited by section 54 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1862, to £8 per ton of the tonnage of The Satanita. On this latter basis 
the amount recoverable would have been £952 7s. 4d., which sum the 


defendant had paid into court. The determination of this ae 

on whether the _statuto: rovision was ous y 

ie Yao ion, under whic he 

: s, Blgned DY née Captain ra) é 

of The Satanita, the owners undertook 

obey and to be bound by the sailing rules of the Yacht ae | 
Association, which rules were, by the bye-laws of the Mudh 

Yacht Club, to govern all the matches of the regatta. By rule 24: “Ifa 


yacht, in consequence of her neglect of any of these rules, shall foul 
another yacht or comme another yacht to foul, she shall forfeit all claim 


to the prize and y all damages.” By rule 32: ‘ Any yacht dis- 
Raphie or infringing @4Y oF Were rales, which shall apply to all yachts, 
whether sailing é same or different races, shall be disqualified from 


receiving any prize she would otherwise have won, and her owner shall 
be liable for al] damages arising therefrom.”’ It was admitted that at the 
time of the collision the yachts were amenable to the sailing rules. Sec- 
tion 54 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1862, provides that “ the owners of 
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any ship shall not be answerable in damages in respect of loss or damage 
to ships, goods, or merchandise to an amount exceeding £8 per 
ton of the ship’s registered tonnage, if it occur without their actual fault 
or -. Bruce, J., gave judgment for the defendants, and the 
plaintiffs appealed. 

Tuz Covet (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) allowed 
the a ‘ 

~ Esuzr, M.R., said that, alfoongh the action had been brought in 
the Admiralty Court, it really depended on an allegation that Zhe Satanita 
had broken one of the rules of the 
Valkyrie were contesting, and had 







we * which The Satanita and The 
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ereby 








he way in whic! ‘ 
4 undertook that obligation was this: The regatta committee 
offered prizes for sailing matches. ie es se rules, and 
said, in effect, that if yachts sailed in matches the owners must 
submit to their conditions. One of the conditions was that the owners of 
competing yachts must enter into an obligation with each other that if by 
breach of the committee’s rules one competing yacht did damage to 
another, the owner of the offending yacht must make the e 
so done. If that was so, when the yachts entered fora race, but not 
then, that relation was created between the owners of the yachts. The 
rules of the regatta contained other conditions with regard to the sailing 
matches between the yachtowners and the regatta committee ; but the fact 
of the relation with the committee did not do away with the relation 
between the owners of the various yachts. The defendant therefore had 
entered into a relation which contained an obligation with the plaintiff 
that if by a breach of any of the rules the plaintiff’s yacht was damaged 
the defendant would e good that damage. It was admitted that the 
defendant had broken one of the rules, and the consequence was that the 
plaintiff’s yacht had been sunk. Now the question was what damages 
the defendant was liable for? The defendant entered into a relation 
with the plaintiff under the rules of the regatta, but the relation was 
different from that which existed between the owners of two ships sailing 
on the ocean, and which depended upor the laws of navigation. 
In this case, therefore, the court had not to apply the ordinary law, but 
had to construe the rules of the regatta, which the yachtowners had agreed 
should be binding upon them whilst they were engaged in the reg 5 
Rule 32, which was the a in this case, provided that in the 





case of a yacht disobeying or infringing any of the rules ‘‘ her owner shall 
be liable for all arising therefrom.”” Now that clearly was not 
an obli m und by the yachtowners solely with the committee, 


ligatio 
for if one of the yachts ran into another, how could there be any damage to 
the committee, which had no interest in any of the yachts except that it 
had undertaken to give a prize to the winner? If not the committee, who, 
then, could claim damage under that rule? Olearly the owner of the 
yacht which had been damaged while sailing in the tta. Ifrule 24 
were looked at it was obvious that that was the “* Tf a yacht, 


in consequence of her neglect of any of these rules, shall foul another 
yacht, she shall . . . payall .’ What was the of 
these words? If it had been simply “ ” the rule would 


pay 
have been futile, because by the ordinary law, in acase of negligence, 
the owner would be liable to pay = No reason could be s ted 
for the use of the word ‘‘all’’ except it must have meant all 
caused to the owner of the yacht fouled by reason of the injury. But the 
rule only gave compensation to the yachtowner, not to other persons. 
Further, if the yachtowner chose to take such things as his wife’s jewellery 
on board he could not recover for that, as it was not in the comtemplation 
of the parties. The word “all’’ could not be construed in any way but 
that of saying that its effect was to do away with the statutory limitation 
of . There was, moreover, a le foundation for the rule, 
for the yachts were to be steered in the races by their owners or other 
amateurs, and the various competitors had, therefore, not the same means 
of judging of their sailor-like capacity as they would have if the yachts 
were to be sailed by certificated masters. The rule as to all damages was, 
therefore, a reasonable rule, otherwise, in the case of a large and valuable 
yacht being sunk by a yacht of small tonnage, the owner would get 
practically no compensation. For these reasons his lordship was of 
opinion that the decision appealed from was wrong, and that the — 
was entitled to recover compensation for all the damage sustained by him. 
Lorgs and Riery, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counset, Sir W. 
Phillimore, Joseph Walton, Q.O., and L. L. Batten; Sir R. Webster, QC., 
Pollard, and Colville, Soticrrors, Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, ¢ Whatton ; Thomas 
Cooper $ Co. 
(Reported by F. O. Roniysox, Barrister-at-Law. } | 


CHILTON v. PROGRESS PRINTING AND PUBLISHING CO. (LIM.)—No. 2, 
= 2nd April. 






Coryraicut —InrRINGEMENT —Sportinc Parer—Ssiecrions or WINNERS 


or Horse Raczs. eg 
Appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The plaintiff was the regis: : 
sont proprietor of a aes journal entitled Chilion’s Special Guide, which 
was published every Monday morning during tlie racing season. In each 
issue there ai a statement of what horses were, in the plain 
tiff’s opinion, y to win races during the week. On Monday, the 13 
of August, 1894, ¢g., the plaintiff, under the heading ‘‘ One-Horse 
Selections,’’ published the names of two horses as follows :—‘‘ Tuesday— 
Keelson’’; ‘* Wednesday — Priestholme.’’ The plaintiff’s paper was 
published at the price of one shilling. The defendant company published J 
card on every day on which a race meetipg was held. 
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“ ‘ corse Finals,” ** and in the 
issue for Wednesday, the 15th of August, * Chilton—Priestholme.”” Seat 
, 


Russell, C.J., sitting as vacation judge (see 38 Soxtcrrons’ Journat, 
ekewich, J. (see 43 W. R. T36h refused an injunction. The plain- 
tiff appealed, and contended that his work was proper ee re red for 
copyright, and that his copyright had been infringed. for the 
respondents were not called upon. 
Tue Court (Lord Hatsnuny and Luvpiey and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) dis- 
miesed the appeal. 
Lord Hatszvry said that he entertained no doubt om the subject. The 
pt reall hat the defendants had published the fact that the 
ne! eudenture ‘ a 


ea an opinion ti uy oF ou " 
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) née} hoOcnIn RE fe Copyrigh' 


in this ‘oso hie came ad 
with 
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the UOp: wnat 2 542, and & t in that 

and continued:—] There was n 
the subject-matter or the words of the Act. As te ———_ thooskt 
infringement was, 

there was no ——— in this case. The judgment of Jervis, 0.J., in 
Sweet v. Benning (3 W. R.519, 16 C. B. 481) was founded on reasoning 
which it was impossible to di . In the present case there was no 

t, and there was no infringement. 


Eocene and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsei, Warmington, 
Q.0., and Waggett ; Marten, Q.C., and Gatey. Soxtcrrons, Chester ¢ Co., 
for Crofton ¢ Craven, Manchester; J. Amery Parkes. 


(Reported by Anvoip Grover, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re DUCHESS OF LEEDS, MOWBRAY v. CAERMARTHEN—Stirling, J., 
30th January and 15th March. 


Wiutt—Constrruction—Annurry—Mopr or Payment—AMounNT TO BE SET 
ASIDE TO ENSURE PAYMENT. 


how certain 






Dy Vill gave to R. K- aa annuity of £50 his life and to 
E. C. an annuity of £100 for his life, ‘for payment whereof a a 
sum shall be invested in my executors’ names in the 3 Per 
Cent. Annuities,’’ then she made a gift of an annuity of a different nature, 
and after a devise of real estate she gave the residue of her personal estate 
to trustees upon trust for conversion, and after payment out of the proceeds 
thereof of her funeral and testamentary expenses, and debts, and legacies 
given by her will and any codicil thereto, to pay the clear residue 
oftes suas qeyments cnet ee eee 

real estate to be held by them upon the trusts thereinbefore 
ing the same. 


puede uary 

tees of the real estate, part, owing 
still remained in specie. Upon a summons asking whether the annuities 
were payable out of income or capital, or partly out of income and partly 
out of capital, a 


Srreuixe, J., said that it was a matter of some surprise to to find 
that there was so little authority on the subject, but he thought that in 
the case before him there was a sufficient indication of the manner in which 
the annuities were to be borne without it being n to lay 
down a general rule. It 





income alane. he North, J., came to 
y, Seott v. Leak (42 Ch. D. 570) after carefully reviewing 
authorities. The executors must retain such a sum as would, 
means of income and partly by means meng be sufficient to 
payment of the annuities, and his ip was of opinion 
ount of such sum was the sum that the 
Debt would accept in consideration of the grant of 
a eens wits 6 pes Onn Se risk 
possible alteration in the value of Consols.—Oounssn, Buckley, Q.C., 
Ingpen; Graham Hastings, Q.0., and B. C. Macnaghten. 
Fooks, Chadwick, Arnold, § Chadwick ; Lowe § Oo. 
[Reported by Anraur Morrox, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PRINSEP ». BELGRAVIA ESTATE (LIM.)—Stirling, J., 20th, 21st, and 
30th March. 






: 


Numaxce—Anrtiricia Wornxk—Warter. 


This was an action by the to restrain the defendants, a firm of 


builders, from carryi eir building operations on a of land 
pope the plaintiff's dwelling-house in such @ manner as to cause loss 


damage to the plaintiff under the following ciroumstagces. In the 
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.; Broughton, Norton, ¢ Broughton. 
(Reported by Anrnur Morrox, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
MARWICK ». THURLOW—Vaughan Williams, J., 3rd April. 


Company —- Pracricns — Dsngnwrurn-HoLper’s Acrion—-DxgciaRATION oF 
Cuance—Inquimrmes—Winvine vPp—Orric1aL Recutver anp Liqurpator. 


arose as to whether the minutes of judgment in 
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existence of a declaration, made possibly on a short cause, which was said 


To establish the validity, tho plority,, of the debentures. It was 
to the interest of Sreeftode that phe should not be burked in this way. 
In the present case the declaration ought not to be made without due 
consideration. After a Winding up Ne would fot make such a dectaration 

- Tree Te te BCS 3 100 


must attend 
1S BU COL 










would 





Une o : 
the order above referred to. } 
Vavonan Wiss, J., added that he had been informed that it was 
doubted whether the debentures could be disputed, having regard to tho 
fact that the petition had been resented by a debenture-holder, did 
not that was material, but he could order the inquiries withow 
nmking thetectaration, and should do so.—Counsri, 4. ad B. Terrell 

Souicrron, G, M. Folkard. 

{Reported by V. pz 8S. Fowxr, Barrister-at-Law. j 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REDGRAVE (Appellant) ». LLOYD Ss SONS (LIM.) (Respondents)—Ist 
April. 

Factory anp Worxsnor Acts, 1878-1891—Fenctnc or Macninsry— 
Macningery PreRrrorMInG AN InpusTRIAL OPEgRATION—JURISDICTION OF 

Maaistrate. 


This was a special case stated by a metropolitan magistrate. The 
respondents were charged at the Southwark Police Court for that they 
were the occupiers of a certain factory within the meaning of the Factory 
ang Workshop Acts, 1878-1891, wherein one Robson suffered bodily injury 
in consequence of the neglect of the respondents to fence securely certain 

us machinery—viz., a ‘‘ power press ’’ as required by the said Acts. 
The respondents were tin box manufacturers. Robson was a boy in their 
em who worked a power press used for the purpose of shaping tin 
. The press was worked by eteam power, which was started by the 
operator placing his foot upon a treadle, thereby causing the upper die 
to with great force upon the lower die, upon which was placed a 
of tin. In this manner the tin was stamped. It was Robson’s duty 
to place the tin in position and by means of the treadle to cause the upper 
die to descend upon it, and to remove with a stick any piece of tin which 
might adhere to the upper die. While endeavouring to perform this latter 
his hand slipped under the die and the tip of one of his fingers 
was cut off. There was no fence or protection round the machine. The 
, Without deciding whether the press was in fact dangerous, 
that the words ‘‘ dangerous parts of the machinery ”’ in section 5 of 
the Act of 1878, as amended by section 6 of the Act of 1891, referred to 
machinery A yw generis as that —— in the previous part of the 
former sec i.¢., motive machinery, and not machiner rforming an 
industrial operation), and he therefore ‘held that the want of the aveut 
preas where the upper die came in contact with the lower die was not a 
part of dangerous machinery — to be fenced within the meaning 
of the statutes in question. e magistrate therefore dismissed the 
summons. It was admitted on behalf of the appellant that this part of the 
machine would not have come within any of the sub-sections of section 5 
of the Act of 1878 as it originally stood, but it was contended that section 
6 of the Act of 1891, by adding the words ‘‘all dangerous parts of the 
machinery ’’ to section 5, sub-section 3, of the Act of 1878, brought this 
case within the tion of that section. For the respondent it was 
argued that the Act of 1891 had not done away with the distinction 
between motive machinery and machinery performing an industrial opera- 
tion, and that fencing was required in the case of the former only. 
Tur Cover (Oave and Wuicur, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
Cavz, J., said that the learned magistrate had made a mistake in 


? 















g tte 
potion 5 Of the Act of 1575, as it originally stood, did not apply to such 
machinery as this. But then there was section 6 of the same Act, which 
sean for the fencing of machinery of any kind which, after notice by 
tor, and arbitration, was field to be dangerous. Then followed 
the Act of 1891, which added to section 5 of the earlier Act the words “all 
of the machinery,’’ and repealed section 6. It 
that under the Act of 1891 the questi s to what was dangerous 
i inery Was TO longer to be : 
rate, subject to an appeal fo 
Was said that section & of the A SY i ee 
6 of the Act of 1878. In his lordship’s opinion that was not so. That 
he thought, applied to the making of rules in the case of particu- 
lar processes of manufacture which were dangerous, such as the manufac- 
ture of white lead. It was not necessary, however, to give a decision as to 
the construction of section 8. All the court decided was that under sec- 
chinery Was 


























| ton G it was for the a to say whether the mac 
Sapgerans. ap , therefore, be allowed. 
RicuT, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counszs,, H. Sutton; A. J. 
Walter. Soxscrrors, Solicitor to the Treasury ; W. Hurd § Son. 


pha& [Reported by F. 0. Rosryson, Barrister-at-Law.) 


ROBB v. GREEN—2nd April. 


Masten anv Szexvantr—Manacern—ConripentiAt Rectatrion—Paron Varia- 
tion of Written Contract—Usine INFORMATION ACQUIRED DURING 
assinc Cusromers—-Impiiep Contract—Inscncrion. 


This was an action for damages and an injunction brought by the 





' van ould be absolved 


, against the defendant, who had been 
, and after lea his eervice, set up a similar business, 
and wu for the purpose of soliciting orders a list of the plaintiff’, 
customers, which he had obtained while in the plaintiff’s service from his 
books, and without his knowledge. The facts as found by the judge 
were as follows:—The chief part of the plaintiff’s business consisted 
in the production of game eggs and in the hatching, rearing, and 
sale of game birds. He also supplied birds for shooting and for stock 
age His customers were numerous, living in all parts of the king- 
om, their names and addresses being collected in an order-book. fa 
1890 the —_ required a r, and in July he had an interview 
with the defendant, and explained to him the nature of the business, add- 
ing that of course he relied on the defendart not imparting to anyone any 
information he obtained, aud, above all, to treat everything having to do 
with the farm in strict confidence. On the 3lst of July plaintiff wrote to 
defendant a letter with regard to his remuneration, and defendant replied 
to it on the 2nd of August, the plaintiff finally e ng him on the 6th 
of August. The defendant actually entered plaintiff's service as manager 
in September. The defendant in his evidence stated that the terms of the 
contract were contained in the three letters referred to, and relied on the 
fact that in them nothing was mentioned as to the names of plaintiff's 
customers being kept secret or confidential. The judge, however, 
accepted the plaintiff's version of the conversation. On the 22nd of 
November, 1893, the defendant gave the plaintiff notice to terminate the 
service at the end of the year, and it was accepted. In March, 1894, the 
plaintiff found out that the defendant was carrying on a rival business, and 
was sending circulars to his (plaintiff’s) customers, whose names were con- 
tained in the order-book to which the defendant had access whilst in his 
service, he having, without his master’s autbority, made a copy or list of 
such names. The plaintiff then commenced this action. 


Hawx1ns, J.,in the course of a considered judgment, after stating the 
facte, said that a serious part of the plaintiff's complaint was that during 
the defendant’s service with the plaintiff he was guilty of a gross breach 
of confidence with a deliberate object, and that after his service had 
terminated he carried out that object with the materials he had s0 
dishonestly obtained, to his own advantage and to his late master’s 
detriment. The questions‘raised upon this part of the case were the more 
important because the defendant’s counsel had insisted that in all he did 
he was justified inlaw. Before dealing with these questions he would, 
however, state some additionai facts which had a more particular bearing 
on this of thecase. While still in tiff’s employment defendant 
had an interview with a Mr. Bartley with a view of being employed by 
Mr. Bartley and a Dr. Baines, between whom a partnership was con- 
templated for the p of carrying on a game farm. The proposal was 
that defendant should not put any capital into the venture, but should 
bring a considerable amount of business, as he told Mr. Bartley he could 
introduce a e number of good customers. He (the learned judge) had 
no doubt that this referred to the names he had dishonestly copied from 
the plaintiff’s order-book. That employment, however, never came to 
anything, and defendant took a business himself. The proof of defend- 
ant’s having copied the plaintiff’s order-book was derived from his own 
answers, and Mr. Bartley’s evidence shewed that he looked upon a list of 
customers as a valuable piece of property. The list was produced, and 
defendant admitted that he regarded what he had done as unfair and dis- 
honourable, and that he knew if his master (the plaintiff) found out he 
would probably turn him away. He, however, did not consider his 
employment confidential, or that he was bound to protect his master’s 
interests, as it was not expressly so stated. The case against the 
defendant on the pleadings was treated as a breach of contract of service, 
a term of which was that information obtained by defendant as a servant 
should be treated as strictly confidential, and should not be made use of 
by the defendant out of the business. The breach alleged was that 
defendant, without plaintiff’s authority, took copies of or extracts from 
plaintiff’s books, and, in particular, made a list of customers’ 
names and addresses with the intention of using the same 
for his own benefit and against the interest of his master. 
It was argued on Gefendant’s behalf that there was no such contract 
as alleged, and that no amendment could usefully be made—first, because 
the whole contract was in writing, and contained in the letters of the 31st 
of July and the 2nd and 6th of August, 1890, by which alone defendant 
was bound ; secondly, that the conversation relied on by the plaintiff was 
prior to the letters, and, therefore, could not be imported into the con- 
tract; and, thirdly, that no implied contract could held to attach to 
the written one. In his opinion, however, none of these contentions 
could be supported. As to the expression ‘‘ the exact terms,’’ which was 
in the letter of the 3lst of July, and was so much relied on, he regarded it 
as having reference only to the amount of remuneration defendant was to 
receive; and as to those terms the letters were conclusive. As to the 
second contention, he was satisfied that both parties intended the require- 

ts specifically dealt with at the interview to be observed by defendant 
as conditions of the service, and that neither party intended the letters 
alone to contain every term of the contract. It would be idle to suppose 
that plaintiff ever intended to forego the conditions as to ho > 
fidelity, &e. As to the third contention, he was of opinion that, in 
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good service unless they were specifically provided for in the contract. 
Against the view that the law would not imply, or that a judge or jury 
could not infer, such a promise, counsel cited Thorn v. The Mayor of 
London (L. R. 1 App. Cae. 120). He had read that case , and 
could not see how it applied to the present case, and in support of his own 
view he referred to Morgan v. Ravey (6 H. & N. 276), and to the judgment 
of Pollock, C.B., therein. Applying the principle there laid down, he 
thought that the law would imply “a pro: by each oy to do what 
is to be done by him.” The court in that case did not ¢ the applica- 
tion of the principle to cases of master and servant, but extended ft to all 
cases where a relation existed between two parties involving the perform- 
ance of duties by one of them for consideration paid by the other. The 
learned judge then referred to Helmore v. Smith (35 Ch. D. 449), Tuck ¢ 
Sons v. Priester (19 Q. B. D. 6297; ~ Peggy (27 Oh. D.~T45), 
Po ie. ° ie Co. (40 Ch. D. 349), an Aish v- Leigh (40 Oh. D. 
49}. The defendant’s counsel relied strongly upon v. Martyn (2 
=. 732), where Lord Kenyon described the conduct def as 
** not handsome, but not contrary to law. The relation in which he 
8 to plaintiffs as their servant im upon him a duty which is 
called an imperfect obligation, but not such as would ae 
tiffs to maintain an action.’’ It would seem presumptuous to criticize 
or doubt such high authority, but he could not help asking himself 
if in the present day Lord Kenyon would have so decided. It 
was also contended by the defendant’s counsel that the order-book con- 
tained no more information than might be acquired by reference to 
directories and such like publications. Moreover, the defendant urged 
that plaintiff, in order to push his business, had, before any copy was 
made, published circulars, &c., containing the names of many of the 
customers who had sent him favourable testimonials, so that he (defend- 
ant) had, when he made his list, materials at his command without 
ing use of his master’s books. This, no doubt, to a certain extent 
was true, but not altogether so. The order-book contained collected 
together the names and addresses of purchasers of pheasants’ eggs spread 
over the length and breadth of England, Wales, and Scotland, and this 
information no directory would give, though of course the testimonials 
would give information as to many of the names in the order-book. The 
order-book being the only one containing such information, to the 
defendant the possession of a copy would be particularly valuable, as it 
would, to begin with, save him the expense and delay of searches which 
would be necessary in order to enable him to compile such a list for 
himself. The defendant was therefore able at once to canvass his 
master’s customers without expense or trouble, and the conversation with 
Mr. Bartley shewed that defendant looked upon the list in that light. 
That collection of names was plaintiff’s property, and it was the compila- 
tion which made it so valuable to defendant and facilitated his endeavours 
to entice bis master’s customers, to the detriment of the latter. In this 
respect there " a strong analogy between oa wieen bend — a4 
Evgys (1893, 1 Oh. 218) and M v. 2 (1892, . 518), 
siftported the opinion he Led ge prt Possibly the taking his 
ter’s book and using i ents & did _m De ted 















hé master for it. was 
entitled t0 action. AS mmages, 1¢ was impossible 
with mathematical accuracy to ascertain them. It would be unjust 
to saddle defendant with every loss of custom plaintiff had sustained, 
for that could not all be reasonably attributed to the unlawful action 
of the defendant. The specific instances as yet traced to defendant’s 
action were few, but that did not form the limit of the injury sus- 
tained to the plaintiff, for the wholesale canvass of his customers was 
likely to influence many and to diminish the receipts and profits. On 
the other hand, fluctuation of business, bad times, and many other cir- 
cumstances might possibly have contributed to the loss. He could 
not, therefore, award plaintiff an indemnity against the whole loss of 
trade. After the best consideration he had been able to fa the matter, 
he was of opinion that judgment should be entered for plaintiff for 
£150 and for an injunction.—Counsgt, Murphy, Q.C., and BR. M. Bray ; 
McCall, Q.C., Pollard, and McCarthy. Soxtcrrors, Rooper § Whately ; Church, 
Rendell, Todd, § Co. 

{Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law.] 






THE QUEEN ON THE PROSECUTION OF GOSLING v. NEWTON AND | ,,.., 


GOSLING ». EAGERS—28th March. 


Tuames ConsERVANCY—LIGHTERMAN’S APPRENTICR— VESSEL OF OVER Firry 
Tons Burpen—Navyication or samME—‘' Ong Compgrent Man on 
Boarp AND ONE Man rw apprtion’’—Byk-taw 16 or tHe TuHames Con- 
SERVANCY—WATERMENS AND LiGHTERMENS AMENDMENT Act, 1859 (22 & 
23 Vicr. c. 133), ss. 54, 80—Byz-Law 35 MaDE UNDER THIS AcT. 


Case stated by the magistrate at the Westminster Police Court. This 
case involved the question as to whéther an apprentice, not duly qualified 
in accordance with section 52 of the Watermens and L ens Act, 
1860, was qualified to be the second mai, y bye-law 16 of the 
Thames Conservancy, on board a craft of above fifty tons’ burden. The 
case arose upon two summonses—one under section 54 of the Watermens 
and Lightermens Act against Newton for acting as a lighterman without 
sled a licence, and the other under the oo bye-law gf ye Thames 

servancy against Edward Eagers for navigating a vessel of above fifty 
tons’ burden without his second hand (Newton) being licensed. By 
sections 47 and 48 apprentices are to be bound at not less than fourteen 
Years of age, and not more than twenty, and fora of not less than 
five years. Section 52 of the Act provides that erring shall be 
entitled to take sole charge of any craft on the river , ‘provided 
such apprentices shall have worked and rowed upon the ‘said river as 





tices for the of two years at the ”” and w 
hamid: And bd ubjocs any poten, not lconsed Bony vend 


§ 
8 
§ 
g 
F 
q 


land or with 


regulations made, 
pe hg yo men fi relating to the of the river Thames.’’ 
e ‘orce conservancy iver 
Bye-laws were duly made under the power a 
35 of which enacts that, where the Act, these -laws, or the 
Thamies Conservancy bye-laws, it is requisite 
persous shall be employed inthe navigation o 
tons, ‘‘ one waterman or lighterman, 
pa ony at or an - 
an apprentice act manner provided 
be able and persons. 
» made in 


competent man,’’ and of above fifty tons burden 
man in addition.’’ On the 9th of October, 1894, Eagers, a duly licensed 
en ggenen wa ata navigating a vessel of above fifty tons burden with the 


assistance of N } ae ae old, actually 
Seed, teehee qeamilonite calp then extenlieh ovat a So Gain, 


and who was, therefore, not qualified to take sole of craft under 
section 52. It was con on behalf of the that bye-law 
35 was ulird cires and void, as being inconsistent with the Act and with 


bye-law 16 of the Thames Conservancy, and that, under bye-law 16, the 
additional man must be taken to mean a duly licensed under the 
Watermens Act, as indicated in Perkins v. Bingall (50 J. P. 277). 
Tue Court (Cave and Wricut, JJ.) supported the magistrate’s decision, 
a in a of the defendant in each case. The 5 
upon same question—the question, namely, w 

the Thames Conservancy bye-law:16, the term “one man in 
satisfied by an apprentice who is at — a of his apprentice- 

\ | nh appren ‘“ a comp person : 







[Reported by C. G. Witpranam, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. JUSTICES OF DURHAM—29th March. 


Justices—Aprrat—Recocnizance—‘‘ A Court or Summary Junispicrion ”’ 
—Svummany Jurisprcrion Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c, 49), s, 31, sun- 
SECTION 2. 






is fade al vot ag = ne, n the count ® Durham. 
putative father within prescribed ve notice one age 
uired by section 31, sub-section 2, of the. ni 
1849, within ai went alee 
with one surety, to have the amount of his recognizance fixed and to enter 
into such recognizance. But instead of going before one of the magis- 
trates who heard the case 


he 
Northumberland. Further, he did not produce to the magistrate the order 
or a copy thereof, but merely stated the facts and handed him a copy of 
the notice of a . When case came before quarter sessions the 


the 

justices re to hear it, on the g 
been properly entered into. Kine cementing, 5 tetas 
counsel Pr the magistrates on their shewing cause (1) the 
ought to have been entered into before the court which heard the 
at any rate before a court in the same county, and (2) that the - 
trate who took the recognizance had not the proper materials before 
for fixing the amount. ‘ 

Tue oes oe ye JJ.) held that the 
Neither o grounds of objection were good. 

gnizance is to be en’ into before ‘‘a court o 













whic) 


g ie 2 ch poin 
e prima facie sense. 










in the same section, besides the ** a court,”’ there is ‘‘ the court 
before whom the appellant appears to enter into s .’ and “a 
court of cnmemnaty 7a See ee ee , borough, or 
place as the court by whom the con’ or order against was 
made.”’ In addition to thi LA ONnAac De! n0U 
be . atric Ov i : 

: also that he should be saved the expense of travelling possibly te © 






and 

distant county with one or may be two sureties. The 
objection was equally unsupportable. The istr satonn il 
bat was requisite a 


4-.! 










(Reported by O. G. Witaranam, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


REG. v. MILLS—28th March. 


Loca, Governnment—Panrisn Counctt—Execrion or Parish CounciLtors— 
Mope or qugstioninc Ecscrion—Manpamus—Exzction Prririon— 
Powzrs or Counry Covuncrt WITH RESPECT TO DISPUTED Exvzcrions— 
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Dzwanp ror A Pott sy a CanpipaTs wo 1s Not an Execror—Locat 
Govzrnmentr Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 78), s. 48, sun-sgcrions 3, 5, 
8. 80, sus-szcrion 1, Scuepuiz I., Panr 1, x. 7, anp Sonzpure I., 

Part 2, R. 1. 





ha¥o boon auly elected cot of the compel to sign a , aocbantiin to 


the effect that “hey were willing to serve in the office of parish councillors 
as is required by the Local Government Act, 1894. The gentlemen 
claimed meting been pd — —o following circumstances. A 
was on the 29th of January, 1895, for the purpose of 
two vacancies in the parish council. Four names ae sub- 
San anh the abeioman chairman declared each of them to have been duly 


nominated. On a shew of hands the tw: who obtained = wie 
"eid, Me. Cole ond Ms. Soot, recsived the_grester_numb of votes, but 
‘votore the meeting losed Mi é 


closed Mr. Lawrence, one 6: cated candidates, 
The chairman then announced that the poll would take 
February, and the meeting closed. On the same day 
chairman gave notice of the poll to those concerned. It appears, 
however, that Mr. Lawrence, though a candidate, was not a parochial 
elector, and, though by Schedule I., Part 1, r. 9, he was entitled to speak 
ata at a parish ish ‘meeting held for the purpose of his election, he was not 
ion 2, sub-eection 1, and section 44, sub-section 1, to 

ke attend or vote at such meeting. Moreover, Schedule 1 Part 1, 
r. 7, directs that no poll be taken except on the demand of parochial electors 
- certain ed cases. The chairman, having ascertained this, came to 
that the demand for a poll. was void, and issued his certifi- 
an aon he declared Messrs. Cole and Scott to have been duly 
elected. Nevertheless, a further notice having been issued by the return- 
oe sen officer, a poll was held on the 9th of Fe , at which Messrs. 
Matthew, the formerly unsucec candidates, were 

pm gat On the 18th of February a meeting of the parish council was 
held, and Mr. Cole on behalf of himself and Mr. Scott got up and asked 
to be allowed to make and sign the declaration prescribed by the Act, but 
was told to sit + oe i and in the meantime Mr. Lawrence and Mr. 
Matthew made an d signed the required declaration. Counsel on behalf of 
— Mills now — cause against the rule. It was maintained 
that the chairman, having given his etme igo a poll was to take place, 

was functus officio, and could not afterwards alter it. And it was objected 

that in any case a mandamus was not the propor remedy. 

Tus Covrtr pty and Wuicut, JJ.) discharged the rule. 
of opiz : er course was either an election pe 
pplication to_the coun 0 


an the bh of 













uncll under section SU OF fhe 

48, sub-section 5, gave the county ‘council 

of dealing with all sorts of difficulties vy > & th 

the first elections to the parish council. The remedy byelection 

mi conferred by section 48, sub-section 3, which inco tes 

ye — os his _ 1882, as amended by the 
c ~ Under section 87 of that Act, 


where 
ave 






Seether 
very wide A ctw 









amt hci 


thie was not even a cace 7am, before am would wane 

carr remedy ; for whether rightfully bd wreagtelly, Mr. Law- 

Mr. Matthews were filling the office of councillors, and not Mr. 

Cole and Mr. Scott. The chairman was funcius officio as eoon as he had 

announced that a poll would be held, and his subsequent certificate was 

ultra vires and void.—Covunszg., Cyril Dodd, Q.0.; H. D. Greene and 
Gaches. Souscrrons, Wallis Davis ; Collier § Bristowe. 


[Reported by C. G. Wirsranam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF WEST HAM UNION v. THE 
GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF CARDIFF UNION—28th March. 


Poor Law—Ssrriement—IRRemMovaBILITy—ReEsipENcE or Wire—Drvipep 
chy AND Poor Law Amenpmuent Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 
5 


arsuant to 12 & 13 Vict. c. 45,8. 11. The question in this 

er Richard Taylor, a > per lunatic, had acquired a legal 

settlement in the parish and union of West Ham under anes provisions of 39 

& 40 Vict. c. 61, s. 34, by residence in that ish and union for a term “ 
years before the 3rd of September, 1892. Richard Taylor’s occu 
Gem tae thet of ship’s cook and steward. In March, 1888, he was li 

with his wife in Stepney, and on the 14th of March, 1888, he went on a 

-voyage which lasted till the Ist of October, 1889. His wife in the 

meantime moved about to different places of residence, and on 

12th of November, 1888, went to live with her mother at 

15, Khartoum-road, in the parish of West . Thence she 

on the i0th of August, 1889, to 37, Braemar-road, in 

the same where she lived for a time by herself. Taylor, on his 

return, went to live with her at 37, Braemar-road, and, with the 


EE 


lle 


on 

Pad, —— = er yg roe continued to live ‘with her there until the 
September, » On b of February, 1804 the respondents 
obtained an order from two of the justices of Glamorganshire adjudging 
that W ast Ham was thé place of th settleme ; aylor, and 
ordering the appellan D pay to the Fes pondents ce ain sums of money 
in réspect of iis maintenance 8 appellants having given notice of an 
heal to the au Sietene, thie case was stated by consent for the 
opinion oF fhe Divisional Cov It was contemted Tor the respondents 


; oF’s wife in West Ham before he himself came 
to five there amounted to a constructive residence, in that parish, of 

himself, commencing _— ve 12th of November, 1888, or at any 
from the 10th of August, 1 





They were | argu 
tiff Ora 


hat | which the 





Tue Covrr (Oavzg and Waicut, JJ.) allowed the appeal. The cases ~ 
with regard to constructive residence had gone some way, but_no case had — 

| gene.ce far 20 te any Sant the sestiense of the wife was the residence of 
the hus not even be assum e present — 
case went to reside in West Ham by the direction of her husband or even 
with his knowledge.—Counsex, Jelf, Q.C., and Morten; C. F. Pritchard. 
Soxrcrrors, Hillearys ; Crowder § Vizard. 

(Reported by C. G. Wisrauam, Barrister-at-Law. } 


MOWBRAY AND ANOTHER v. MERRYWEATHER—2nd April. 
Damacus—Remorenrss—Neciicencs—Breacnh or Imprtrep WARRANTY.— 


Action tried before Charles, J., at the last Leeds Assizes, in which he 
took time to consider his judgment, which he now délivered in favour a 4. 
the plaintiffs. The facts and cases cited appear in the following written 
judgment of the learned judge :— 

aes J.—The facts of this case are very simple, and in all sub- 
stantial particulars undisputed. Thu plaintiffs are stevedores at West 
Hartlepool, and the defendant is owner of the steamship Wenby. The 
plaints, on the 16th of August, 1894, undertook to discharge a cargo of 

ls from the ship, and, in accordance with the custom of the port, the 

defendants promised to provide all necessary and p' gr og derrick cranes, 

chains, winches, and other They failed & reasonably fit for the purpose of dis. 

charging the cargo. ied to do so, and - — a chain so defec. 

tive that whilst it was Dee used in discharge of t o it broke, and 

thereby a workman ye the tiffs was seriously injur The injured 
workman thereupen brought an action inst the plaintiffs under the — 
provisions of the Tmplosere Liability Act, 1880, es. 1, 2, bating his ~ 
claim poy ~~ defective condition of the "chain, a defective condition 
he : ght have —— a by the plain be 


Se , 
a-the-workman 2135, "which they now sought to recover from the 
fendant. It was not suggested by the defendant that the settlement 

was an improper one, and it was admitted upon the trial before me at the 

last Leeds hong ong by the defendant on the one hand that there had been 

a breach = him of the implied warranty that the derrick crane <7 

chains should be reasonably fit for the Bag for which they were su 

plied, and by the plaintiffs on the o' hand that they might, by 
exercise of reasonable care, have avoided the defect in the chain. 
defendants, however, contended that the damage sought to be recovered 

was too remote, and I reserved my decision on this point. The y) 

ment of the defendant was to the following effect. True it 


















was, he said, that there was a breach of warranty, but the damages © 
plaintiffs have had to pay resulted, not from that 

breach, but from a negligent act committed by the plaintiffs — 
thenaps vo. They were not sible at common law merely for 
tting the workman to use a plant in fact defective and unfit for the 

Gar voy which it was intended to be used. They were only liable 4 
the Fae a gerd Liability Act, 1880, which in this respect, however, 
simply, by reason of the defect being one which had | 
ot beim Gissovated obi © thelr Sk negligence. The damage to the 
workman, therefore, was caused by their own want of care, and could not 

be impated to the defendant as the natural consequence of his breach of f 
plaintiffs in reply contended that they had a right to rely 

cn the Gatanhs warranty. As between him and them the cause of 4 

action was beg aoe A and the neg’ of which they had been guilty— ~ 
the failure to carefully examine and test the chain—was really due to the 
reliance they placed on the defendant’s warranty. The workman, it was 
further could himself have recovered damages against the defend- 
ant, and to the most limited construction which can be placed 
on the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Heaven v. Pender (11 Q. B. D. 
508), this argument, at all events, is well founded. ‘The case of Smith v. 
. (16 W. RB. 728, L. R. 3 C. 26) 





a x au e amount oo by the plaintiffs 
admitted to be rearonable, the uestion to de is 

the ¢ ge done to the wor ~ W. e recover 

whe the TaD HES p ; p erthele De 
Pgs ded as the natura consequence oO oe endant s Dreach of comm t; 
in other Word: COnE a we ASO DE bly be supposed o have 
been Within the co emplation o pne DP And he defendant canno 
ha’ e supposed the ie Diaintil iatete a) mselves to unload the ship. 


He must be taken to have 5 kiowsl that the plaintiffs would employ others ~ 
to do so, and, in my opinion, a ee employed is a natural # 
consequence of a breach of warran it make any difference that 
the personal liability of the plainti a5 tds ‘waitalion t task an 
circumstance that wave Wsmnesives guilty of want of cose? I cannot — 
of the warr hich the plaintiff relied and, 







As regards ne : 
in not themselves testing the — ‘ 


efficiency of the chain’ but 1 do mot ene how their failure in their cell 
towards him exonerates the defendan h 


5 See Se, teen pee 
t created a de 











e ob appear : very : y on Z 
oan ect, ‘but the reasoning f Martin, ee in Burrows v. The ran Hus : 
(18 W. R. "4s, gg 493 Ex. 67, ey 
covers the cate. hice the debsadonie o gu compe 

casteaiel supp! Se te saemioce aol ee wet from a . 
outside to a meter ~ ee m a defect im 
the pipe. A servant of a Ser incenllonly wen to the room with & = 
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ted candle and the escaped gas exploded. The were held 

ele for all the done, ond Martin, B., expres Sat Hat 

liability of the weer ‘would have been the same even if the gasfitter’s 
The other j 


servant had been the plaintiff’s own. in the Court of 
Exchequer and the Exchequer Chamber base their W the 
principle that the breach of contract was the primary and substantial 
cause of the explosion, and that so it remained, the 
negligence of the gasfitter. The defendants, the court considered, must be 
held to have contemplated the possibility of careless Prev vhs ny light 
into contact with escaping gas. On behalf of the iis three cases 
were cited: Wrightup v. Chamberigin (7 Scott, 598), ae Lovett 
(34 W. R. 518, .B. D. , and Ovington v. Me Vicar pherson, 
1066), a decision in 1864 of the OdtFE-GF-SessiSt——In Wrightup v. 
Chamberlain the plaintiff had bought a horse of the defendant with a 
warranty of soundness. The horse having been delivered he resold it with 
a similar ges It was, in fact, unsound, and the purchaser from 
the plaintiff sued him for the breach of warranty. He defended the 
action uneuccessfully, and sought to recover from the defendant the costs 
of the defence. The jury found that he might, before he defended the 
action, have found out, by examining the horse, that it was unsound, and 
upon this finding it was held that he could not recover the costs of what 
was a rash and improvident defence. It is obvious that this decision has 
little or no bearing on the present case. In Kiddle § Son v. Lovett, how- 
ever, the facts were in many respects very similar to those Boy or 
admitted here. A suspended platform was put up for the plaintiffs by 
the defendant under a contract that he would fix it safely, to enable the 
plaintiffs to puint a house. The platform fell owing to the 


defective manner in which it was suspended, and hurt one of the 
in the plaintiffs’ employment. ‘The injured ac’ 
tir EinpoyeRs Cady Act, 188, against the plain which they 


P ’ 

se paying him ; ey then sued the defendant for breach of 
his contract. The case was tried before Denman, J., who found as a fact 
that the plaintiffs had been ‘guilty of no negligence and that they had 
settled the action under a mistaken belief in their own liability. That 
being so, the learned judge thought that oy had no right to 
fix the defendant with the amount they hb ows as damage 
naturally or necessarily flowing from the defendant’s breach of contract. 
The payment was one which need not have been made at all. The 
question, therefore, which is now before me did not arise, and it is only 
referred to by the learned judge at the close of his judgment, with the 
observation that it-was unnecessary to give any opinion upon it. ‘‘ The 
point,” he says, ‘is discussed in the 3rd edition of Messrs. Roberts and 
Wallace’s valuable work on the Liability of Employers, p. 471, and a 
Scotch case of Ovington v. MeVicar is cited in the note as supporting the 
view that the damages in such a case would be too remote.”” But upon 
reference to that case I find that the judges all thought that the master 
who had extrajudicially settled a workman’s claim was not under any 
legal liability to the workman. In that respect the case is exactly 
similar to Kiddle ¢ Son v. Lovett, but the Lord Justice Clerk and the other 
judges of the court do express an opinion that even if the master had 
been legally liable to the workman he could not have made the defendant 
responsible. With all respect I am unable to agree with them, and the 
case, having been admittedly decided upon the ground that no liability for 
latent defect in machinery, against which no care could have effectually 
guarded, existed in the master, does not constitute an authority for the 
present defendant. My judgment must be for the plaintiffs for £125, 
with costs. Judgment for plaintiffs.—Counset, Robson, Q.0., and Meynell ; 
Tindal Atkinson, Q.C., and H, Gawan Taylor. Soxtcrrors, Higson Simpson, 
West Hartlepool; Turnbull § Tilley, West Hartlepool. 


(Reported by Sir Suznston Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 
238 March—Henexy Tuornton Raw (Croydon). 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Cuartes Morris Rovrz.t, barrister, died at Bath on the 26th. ult., 
aged eighty-three. He was the youngest son of the late Mr. George 
Boone — master in Chancery, and was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in 1842. He was one of the original promoters of the Inns of Court 
Volunteer corps, and served in it as Ne for many years. He was 
formerly one of the official referees of the Supreme Court. 

The death is announced of Mr. Suzy Marruews, a member of the firm 
of G. F. Hudson, Matthews, & Co., solicitors, of Queen Victoria-street, 
and a representative of the ward of Gordwainer in the Court of Common 
Council. He was admitted a solicitor in 1875, and was elected a member 
of the Corporation in 1892. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Wu11am Ronert Burxrrt, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a 


the dency of Fort William in Rengal. 


_ Mr. Ronson, Q.C., has been appointed Recorder of Newcastle-on-Tyne, 
lu the room of the late Mr. Digby Sey in: ur, Q.C 


to make a co among themselves on the bench, and 


. ay eee bien tae g over your case 


Judge of the High Court of Judicature for the North-Western Provinces of Tu 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vtion. 
Gezorcr Hexnert Sismey, Tuomas Bourton Srsmex, and Wri11am Ooox, 
solicitors (Sismey & Sismey), Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-street. March 30. 
[ Gazette, April 2. 


It is announced that Mr. Justice Chitty, accompanied by Lady Chitty, 
of the Queen’s Bench Division for Thursday last 
In the course of the hearing of a recent case Mr. Justice Cave said that 
intelligible it was at an end.” 
Legal News :— 
lock. She holds a commission from the governor as 
without regard to sex.’’ 


left for the Continent on the 28th ult. 
—s of the judges 
choosing circuits, fixing the rota of sittings, and 
** counsel with his usual had stated the case for his client in 
We extract the follow hh from the 
** Miss Loise Foskette, jeter n we p Boy cE of Law last 
notary blic, takes 
depositions, affidavits, and acknowledgments. Miss Fookstte’s ' 
Mr. Chamberlain, in the course of a speech at last week 
said : ‘‘ It is believed that I am rather favourable to the Bankruptcy Act, 
One 


GENERAL, 
The Lord Chief Justice of England summoned a gS a 
fcmnancliog’ athas 
business. 
such a way as to make it intelligible, and as soon as the case became 
ear, and was admitted to the bar, is now practising law at 1110, Ashland 
business 
is not confined to women; the business of all paying clients is taken 
too asa parent. That is an entire mistake. I regard 


ruptcy Act very much as Mark Twain his first-born infant. 

aay bo wee Soning he SS ee , and his wife came in and 
: ‘Well, Samuel, you can’t ny that — love that baby dearly.’ 

‘No,’ said Mark Twain, ‘I can’t.a that, but I don’t mind confessing 

that I do respect the little thing for his father’s sake.’ 

cisely my position towards the ra sig 2 iy taggin 

any way the condition of my infant by off a here or 

by adding another limb, all I can is I peel bg ater oh 

your efforts. But at the same time I warn that, 

you will never get all bankrupts pat 20s. 

never get all — to do their work for 

pe Pasa you will never get a Bankruptcy 


A writer in the Cornhill Magazine tells 
one of those places for sessions where the 
The court was just rising, when at the back 
ing noise, which the magistrates 


majesty of the law was ou and 
u The bestia Celle termend a 


— uce the author. 
understood to say his name is Pears. ‘ Pears,’ says the 
trate, trembling with indignation, Fae have been 
grossest contempts of court it ever fell to my lot to . 
to prison.’ The other magistrates nod 
ancl the unhappy Pears is consigned to 

and totally f . Another year 
again the sessions meet at B——. 
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contempt), ventures 
are we to do with Pears?’ It 
realize their tion, but when 


ward Pears, who has the vague a 
‘Pears,’ says the 


mercifully.’ Pears touches his forehesa vacan 


rison ; you are a young man, and we are un’ 
all be a lesson to cig 


uture. We hope it 
will try and do better. We—er—have 


and we—er—h it will give 


and Pears goes home to his wife, who was 
but is very glad to see him return with £15.’’ 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 





‘acation 
day of April, 1896, 


The Easter V: 
Tuesday, the 16th 
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CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 














‘SPRING ‘ASSIZES, 1995. Nortiery. N. Easreex. 
<ipem an oo anit natin 
Hawkins, J. 

Commission Days Kennedy, J Lawrance, J. 
Monday, April 15 .........00...« [oonsnonolaartoe sbibiredasdlh veialtainvesbdacanbsotigadiiiaiics depen 
BS ANTE. <cacectisagaanonsl ocoooearston BE sccidissotsths arascerkecscorse 

" Sr Ml 
I ra II aso catee caer sgt mE, sanchedetthcontesesdilimoenist’ avon edebiluelt save 
(Civil nd nd ol 
Mamday, May 6 oo.cce..csecceeees|eeees ee [-serseconsee-ee ee 
(Civil and Cr: Criminal) (Criminal) 











Wanninc To intenpinc Hoves Purcnassrs anp Lessezs.—Before pur- 
g@ or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fatvay, March 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep 1 Caancery. 
Bit Postixea Acuxts, Loutrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 4, to send their 
names and a , and a of their debts or claims, to Joseph Roscoe 


Simm, 56, Hamilton sq 
Hm’s Cotp Seeagen, co, Lusrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 11, to send 
their and the of their debts or claims, to Henry 


names and addresses, 
Howard, 17, Coleman st W & Co, Copthall bldgs, solors for liquidator 

Hoorox Smiruriztyp ayn Wrreat Auction Go} Liurrep—Creditors are re uired, on or 

before _~ 4, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
to Roscoe Simm, 56, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 

Laverroot Borer Fivuip, Derercest AND nyeeonpen Co, Liurrep—Creditors are 
— on or before April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of debts or claims, to P. H. Aldrich and V. F. Wild, joint liquidators 

Oxeett Coat axp Canxet Co, Lurrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 28, 
directed to be + neal on April 10. Alfred ——ae Sherborne lane, solor for petners. 
Hatiee « me ust reach the abo not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon 


9 

Somatrra Tosacco Syxprcate, Lauren (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 11, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 

claims, to James Fitzpatrick, 147, Leadenhall st. Crawley, 5, Chancery lane, solor 
Watrwaient & Co, Liurren— Petn for winding up, presente ted March 25, directed to be 

on April 10. Walker & Rowe, 8, Bucklersbury, agents for Dwyer, Dewsbury. 
’solor. Notice of Sppearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock 

the afternoon of April 9 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

we axp Buriat Society, Blue Bell Inn, Downall Green, nr Wigan, Lancs. 





Huppessrisup Distnicr or tux Onver or Davips, White Swan Hotel, Huddersfield, 
Yorks. March 23 


London Gasette.—Tvuxspay, April 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep 1 CHANoERY. 


Baitisu axp Beomes Parzr Stock Co, Liuitep—Petn for winding up, resented March 
28, directed to be heard on ‘Wednesday, April 10. Beck, Ironmon 1, Fenchurch 
st, solor for . Notice of appearing must reach the abovenaleed not later than 6 


o’clock in the afternoon of April 9 
Counnareees Tavust, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before April 20, to send their 
names and addresses to Edward Hart and George Paul Ernest est, 30, Moo: ate st 
Eastenx Eursre Music Hawt, Linrren—Creditors are required, on or before April 17, to 
send names addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander 
Jackéon Leese, 156, Bow rd, Bow 
Keapsy Ror: ae Liurrezp—Creditors are required, on or before May 15, to send 
resses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Samuel 
Hawkes Seg Magdalen chmbrs, 39, Market pl, Doncaster 
Paixtrsos aww Drawixes Preservation Syypicare, Lamrrep- — for My up, 
March 28, Ss oo heard: on hoe 10. Sawyer & Ellis, Lawrence 
lane, Canno: ors for petnr. ice 0 appearing must reach the al V 
named not later than 6 o’ jock in the afternoon of April > si 
Wesr Avsteauian Fixaxce axp Deve.orment Syxpicats, Limirep—Petn for winding 
ee ay bate Notice of tee ogt es gam Geena wal 
or . of a) must reach the abovenam 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April > “ 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Society s Goop Fr.iowsnir, King’s Head Inn, Foulness Island, Southend, Essex. 





4 Mancy, “Wintiam NicHo.s, Bewdley, Wi 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, March 22 
Hicerssox, Tomas Sanur te Estate Agent. April 20. Hunt v Higginson, 


McCarrsgy, Tuomas Joseru, a albert ee. April 18. Roberts y 
McCartney, Kekewich, J. Raphael, M 


London Gazette. cdtenie, Mads 26. 
Beerseller. April 24. Haughton v Haughton, 
» Bolicitor April 29. Reeve vy Marcy, 
citor. . ve ¥ * 
J. ty Lincoln’s inn fields a 
ewww Hg — norte at April 19. Mudd v Mundahl, Stir. 


RY, 

Sherlock: Serjeants’ 

Wa.iiarorp, Epwarp Avrrep, St Ives, Solicitor. April 23. Frank y 
Wallingford, Ww. 


Sentingtne,, Sele 
ing, J. codbridge, Surrey st, Strand 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette—Tuxspay, March 26. 
Asranaus, Jouns, New North rd April 30 Campbell & Co, Regent st 
Auman, Benet, Dunham Massey, Chester, Solicitor April27 Atkinson & Co, Man- 
aveion Exizaseta Mary, Canonbury Forthwith Fosters & Burroughs, Norwich 
Aves, Atrrep Curusgrt, Leeds, Clerk April 26 EA Aves, The Laurels, Teddington 
Baxer, James Woop, Bowdon, Chester April 23 Sykes, Gt Winchester st 
Banrxer, Mary Any, Windsor April 25 Free, New Broad st 
Baxagirt, Wii114m, Brierfield, Lancs, Newsagent April 3 Pullard, Burnley 
Buiaxe, Donorny Frances, Eastbourne May3 Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge Wells 
Brapiey, Wituam Henny, Alderley Edge April 27 Atkinson & Co, Manchester 
Carrer, Exizaneru, East Grafton, Wilts April 30 Dixon, Pewsey 
Cuapre (pz Leoxvat), Tuomas Fiercuer, Notting Hill May4 Smiles & Co, Bedford 


Canes, Gudneits Manchester, Gent June1 Lawson & Co, Manchester 

Cuemext, Litas Eorrn, Chawton April30 Lee & Pemberton, Lincoln's inn fields 
Cutrrox, Joun Hewry, Bristol, Solicitor May 31 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 

Core, Cuanies, Mossley, Engineer April 8 Hollinshead & Moody, Tunstall 

Creep, Jane Many, Chalk Farm April 26 Maskell, Bedford row 

Czarrorysxt, Prince Lapistas May 6 Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Daaguixe, Evizapera Casoiine, Hanover ter April 30 Wade & Lyall, St Helen’s pl 
Denison, Frepenicxk Rauspex, Bradford April 22 Richardson, Bradford 

Forv, Jonx, Lambeth, Gent May 31 Blachford & Co, Walbrook 

Cee, Tuomas, Fisherton Anger, Wilts,Gent May1i4 Nodder & Trethowan, Salis 


U0 
Gaszen, Parnes; Shipley, Gent April 26 Morgan & Morgan, Shipley 
Keury, Saran, Liverpool April 10 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 
Laws, Cuartorrs, Bristol April18 Salisbury & Griffiths, Bristol 
Luxvorp, Gzoncz Bentinck, Lewes, Chief Constable April 22 Hussey, King st 
Macxenzig, ams, Kensington Pk gins May 1 Arnold & Henry White, Gt Marl- 


Mavouay, Tomas, Sedgefield, Durham, Gent May 22 Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Meaven, Joun, Manchester, Publican April 29 Dixon & Linnel’, Manchester 

Mitier, Witt1am Caammonn, Sidcup May1 Peacock & Goddard, Gray’s inn 

Newton, Avice, Clapham April 30 Calkin & Co, Furnival’s inn 

Nicuo.sox, Jossra, Maryport, Gent April 30 Tyson & Hobson, Maryport 

Putirrs, Erexor, Buckingham gate May15 Davidson & Morriss, Queen Victoria st 
Pycrort, Frances Susanxan, Folkestone May1 Peacock & Goddard, South sq 
Sayce, Rev Gzorce Joux, Bristol May 31 Cox & Jones, Bristol 

Suaw, Evizasers, Thorner, York May4 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Swansea, Rt Hon Hewrny Hussey, Baron May1 Coulthurst & Van Sommer, New inn 
Tayyer, Rev Jouxn Witt1am News, Northwich May 31 Scriven & Terry, North- 


am: 
Urmsox, AR Cuartorrs, Bath May 22 Rooke & Coker, Bath 
Vanzerri, Emma, St Leonards on Sea April 25 Markby & Co, Coleman st 
Vawpzey, Wii114m, Edgbaston, Engineer April15 Snow & Atkins, Birmingham 
Wesrerx, Cuantes Maxuaian Tuomas, Florence May1 Western & Sons, Essex st 
Wesrsvury, Right Hon Ereavon Marcanet Dowager Lady, Florence Mayl Simpsoa 
& Co, Moorgate st 


Havoentox, James, Bolton, 
, Manchester. Walker, Cross 


Smeraursrt, 











Otp anp Rare Fires Insurance Poxscigs, &c., wanted to complete a 
Collection.—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
[Apvr.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, March 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axponort, Janes, siapeter, Cheshire, Market Gardener 
Manchester Pet March 25 Ord March 


25 
Axprews, Ricuarp Fixxon, St John st rd, Meat Salesman 
Court Pet Feb 25 26 


| Cantwaicnt, Z, Fenchurch 
Court Pet Feb 26 Ord 


eran, Laeiemner High Court Pet Nov Surveyors Leeds Pet 

Bauzawy, Wrii1am Atraev, Fownhope, Farmer Hereford 

Dade eS, Ort March 25 Electrical Engineer | Furwrrt, Ewa, 
3 AWORTH, ’ eer H 

Pet March 26 ‘Ord March 26 Pet March 26 


Bevay, AN, Swansea, 
25 March 25 


Biscuorswerver, Max, ith, Sear Merchant Ply- Gano: same Sees * Aves, Carpenter Bath Pet | Luoyp, Sapam 
mouth Pet 12 bra Maron , Mare Mareh 25 yen March 35. Ord 


Ord 
Provision 
March 27 March 26 Ord 


Baowr, Toss Fas 


26 

| Cizec, Jounw Hacus, Stockton on Tees,Surgeon Stockton Emuayu 

| cant Tet Pet Murch 26 Ord March 26 ’ Te ee ea ‘i 
200kes, Herpert WALKER, eer. | Con- Currier igh Court 

| ' ley Pet March Hare, Lecusne, Come Marne, High 


Ord March 26 
Grocer Swansea Pet March Perey, Speed haan Sen Butcher Kendal Pet | tre Ey 


ant High | G @ akefield Pet gk — 
Merch igh | Graves Y Se Been Wi Lockwoop. ERT, ond - 


Colour h | G , Gzore SS Se Cambridge Pet 
Manufacturer Hig’ net 8 R, cones 


23 Ord went 
Melyncrythan, Carpenter 
March 25 


Ord March 25 


Davins, gauss, Sweneen, poe Swansea Pet March | Hazers, Eawest Osrox, Upper Norwood Croydon Pet 
Dz Bespanes, Se H, ee Victoria st HighCourt Pet Jan 
Dowcay, WiLtiamM ew and Jonw Eowrs Picxanp, Leeds, | Hinestrox, Psrze 
March 26 Ord March 26 March 13 
Fituer, Txomas Henry, Walberton, Butcher Brighton Jouss, Wrut1am, Gorleston, Hotel Manager Gt Yarmouth 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 


rd, Machinist High Court 


Foreman Huddersfield Pet 
March 25 Ord March 25 








Pet March 26 







eee’ 2 ews hhh nh PP ee hee eke oka 
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gni0TT, Hzxny, New Broad st, Merchant High Court 

7. eae Ts an = Oil Dealer Worcester 
TTHEWS, THOMAS, ve, 

_ Pet March 25 Grd March 25 

Moncay, James, Blacksmith Neath Pet 
March 26 Ord 26 

Moss, Henry, Leeds, Saddler Leeds Pet March 26 Ord 
March 26 

Nicnoias, Atseert Jossra, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 
March 25 Ord March 25 

Pirx, Joux, Sarratt, Farmer St Albans Pet March 25 
Ord March 25 

Pasry, Wit.14M, Frodesley, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

Peswy, Witiiam, Ashton under Lyne, Paint Merchant 

ton under Lyne Pet March 16 Ord March 27 

Puvmerper, Witiiam Emanxvet, Gt Marlow, Farmer 
Aylesbury Pet 26 Ord March 26 

James Moornzap Lirrox, Parkend, Grocer 
Mon Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

Rawpie, Jonxn Cuaries, Lilbourne, Licensed Victualler 
Coven: Pet March 25 

Raw, Tuomas, Stockton on 


Ord March 25 
we | Corn Merchant Stockton 

on Tees Pet March 20 March 23 
Bouazse, nati, Swansea, Merchant Swansea Pet 


PowgLt, 
N 


Ropixsox, Wittiam Lisweiiys, Addiscombe, Tea Dealer 
igh Court PeS March 26 Ord March 26 

Tayiton, Henrzy Atraep, Finsbury sq, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Ord 27 

Turvtcatey, Taomas, Knutsford, Director Manchester 
Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

Tasvroster, Witi1am, Kouteford, Director Manchester 
Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

Tvoxer, Apevains Carouine Witnetmina, De Vere 
gardens, Hotel Proprietor High Court Pet March 97 

Vursy, Gzorcs Rosins, Richmond, Builder Wandsworth 
wn Pak needy Ls w er 

Wanp, Exiza, Leamington, Tailor arwi et March 
%° Ord March 25 


Wii114ms, Tsaomas, Penmachno, Labourer Portmadoc 
Pet March 26 Ord March 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aupcrort, James, Ti ley, Market Gardener April 5 
at 3.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Bagnicoat, Daviv, Tregony, Shoemaker April 6 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
Baaxes, Herpert, Clay Cross, Plumber April 6 at 12.30 
Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 
CocxnaM, James, Chasetown, Grocer April 5 at 3 Off 
Rec, Walsall 
CotteTT, Tuomas, Ashton under Lyne, Ironmonger April 


5at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Crooxss, expert Waker, Barnsley, Refreshment 
Contractors April5at11.45 Off Rec, 3, Back Regent 


st, Barnsley 

Dotsy, Joun Barwasas, Leeds, Fruiterer April 5 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, k row, 

Downs, James Ecper Fraser, Warehorne, Farmer April 
2% ati2 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

GitLuam, CHABLes, and THomas GILLeaM, ey Pegg 
Growers April ll at 10.15 Queen’s Hotel, st, 


Garrrix, Gzoraz, Soetatien, Witeastict April 10 at 12 

Off Reo, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Hawpuey, Samus, idderminster, Tobacconist April 5 at 
2.15 E M Rolli Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Haremay, Groras, , Butter Factor April 5 at 12 
Off Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Hasnison, Witu1am, Richmond, Farmer April 8 at 11.30 
Court house, Northallerton 

Hi, Anruur, Kidderminster, Oil Merchant April 5 at 2 
A8 Thursfield, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Incnam, Ernest, Accri m, Clothier April 10 at 2 
County Court house, Blackburn 

Ives, Ropsgrt Hanwortu, Norwich, Chemist April 6 at 
12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Kren, Tuomas, Kast India Dock rd, Licensed Victualler 
April 8 at 2.30 Bankru) bldgs, Carey st 

Kixeston, Faanx, Margate, gineer April 26 at 9.30 
Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Layzg, Boeme, Dudley, Confectioner April 8 at 10 Off 

9 ey 

Lex, Asnanau, Huddersfield, Foreman April 9 at3 Off 
Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Marrusws, Canotivs, Barnsley, Innkeeper April 5 at 
11.15 Off Rec, Back Regent st, Barnsiey 

Edgware rd, Clothier April 8 


st 
Movtp, Joun Fietouen, Pewsey, Seed Merchant April 8 
Hehry C Tombs, Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 
Landport, Butcher il 17 
Ree, Cambri: Junction, High st, 


mou 
Orrzxuem, Joszpn Gurrmax, Leeds, Cigar Merchant 
pril 8 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
ps, Exoon, Girtford, Baker April 22 at 11 Off Rec 
St Paul’s eq, Bedford 


Maruews, Henry "Epwanp, 
at Bankru; db 


Puc, Sypnzy Pywe, Sheffield, Mantle Manufacturer 
5 at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Parrcuarp, Apert Ricnarp, W ve, Army Tutor 

April 11 at 11.30 een’s Valpy stceet, 


Rawpiz, Joun Cuaries, Lilbourne, Licensed Victualler 
April 9 at 12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coven’ 
moves, Bras, Reading, Labourer April 11 at 9.45 
riar 
mee Bt Church ‘walle Bt eS" 
a 8 9 
Sanz, Georcz Wane, King Willem yy 


April 5 at 11 ’ 
, Wourz, Dealer Aprils 





atll Off Rec, Pink godee eh 
! Jouy Grocer April18at3 Off Rec, 
Sure, Bosses, W ig *aprll Oa 12 Off Reo, 
8t Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham . 


Srevens, Victor, Maida Vale, Actor April 5at12 Bank" 
Tecuae Wiatee Horer, Beizhem, Fishermen April 5 at 
11 10, Athensum 








Towxsesp, Wiiuiam Hewry, and Wits Epwarp 
Townsnsn, Laloester, Painters April 5 at 12.30 Of 
Warp, a Leami eye, Taller April 9 at 1290 Of 
Warp, ‘ , Barnsley, Greengrocer April 5 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, 8, Back Regent st, Barnsley 
‘Wootrmpez, Faepsricx, Dudley, Licensed 
April 5at10 Off D 
Tae ee eee Hil, Parmer 
1, St Aldate’s, 
The amended is substituted for that pub- 
in the London Gazette of March 


Popriew: Sanan, and Heasert Porrie 
Oil Extractors April5at3 Off Rec, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

ALpDoRO J 
chester “Pet Mazch #0 
Deint, Wit114m Atrrep, Fownhope, 





Pet 25 Ord March 25 
Bexsamix, Leorotp 
chant’ High Court Pet Feb 7 


Baars, Jos and James Wiisow Brain 
Leather ‘Dressers Stockton on Tees Pet ‘March 16 


a). 3 cucen’ pk, Grocer High Court Pet 
we, s 
Feb 22 Ord March 25 
Cuameens, Jonn Hemutnea, Confectioner 
: Pet March 22 Ord S. 
Casa ERNARD, Birmingham March 
Cu J aoe, Stockton Surgeon Stockton 
’ aN on 
“on Tooe Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
tractor Barnsley Pet March 25 ‘Ord March 25 
Davies, Tuomas, Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet March 
23 Ord March 23 
Doncax, Wiiuiam Saw, and Jonn Eowin Pioxanp, 
fo arpa Leeds Pet March 26 Ord 
Fim Tuomas Henry, W: Butcher 
Sars SET fe be 
Frrt, apenas, Gases High Court Pet Feb 12 


Fae ean, Bethan Kendal Pet March 27 
Ord March 27 


Gaxpt Soaen, Twerton = Avon, Carpenter Bath 
Grsps, Henry Avent, Merchant Bir- 
Pet Feb 26 March 


March 
G Grores, Cambri Naturalist Cambridge 
sitpet Mareh 20" Ord March 23 


E Wuuiam Emaxvet, Melyncrythan, 
“Neath Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

Hanvey, 

Iw Err Accrington, 
GHAM, EST 

3 March 11 Ord March 25 
ow 


a, Huddersfield 
Birmingham Pet March 8 
, Grocer Poni Pet 

= h 5 Ord Marah #7 typridd 
Shefiela Pee Mare 26 Ord Marsh ay 
wey on Pet Feb 21 Ord March 96 


‘ton 
Marruews, Tomas, Oil Dealer Worcester 
Pet March 25 Ord Marth 35” 
Muumesx, Mavearos, Strand, Umbrella Maker High 


Pet Feb 6 Ord March 25 
Morea, James, Blacksmith Neath Pet 
March 26 Ord March 26 
Henry, Leeds, Saddler Leeds Pet March 26 Ord 
26 
Nicnoias, Atsext Josern, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 
March 25 Ord March 26 
Pazey, w= Frodesley, Salop Shrewsbury Pet 
March 26 March 26 
Promaiwes, WItuamu Gt Marlow, Farmer 
Pet March 26 March 26 
Powsit, James Moosuzap Lirrox, Glos, Grocer 
sane J Cua a Tiboarny’ Licensed Victualler 
sDLe, Jonw CHAR.es, 
Pet March % Ord March 25 


Baker 


Lioyp, 
March 25 








Coan be 14 = 2 
Francis, Baur Mi - Draper Cardiff Pet 
March 27 Wee 7 oe 
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riltes Ober April 
ae on Ft ins0 Off ‘Ree, 1, 


See a 


] re Son Grocer April 9 at 3 Off Rec, 
ira 

rn, Waholl, Bes Butcher April 10 at 11.30 Off 

April 10 at 3. Off Ree, 8, 

Tailor April 22 at 2 Off 

| Machinist April 19 at 

Proprietor April 10 

April 24 





, Coal Miner April 10 at 12 


non Clare Market; Carrier April 19 at 12 
spay New Oxford st, Engraver April 
paige aa. ‘Clerk April 18 at 


30 OF 
"OM es, 6 King si, Norwich April 9 at 12 Off 
eae ae April 10 at 12 
‘rou, (deceased), Bilston, Rope Manufac- 


5 pril’? at 4 Off Rec, Wol r . vn 
ai perp Shoemaker 9 12. 


Le Bernae Apri 12: Of Hee @, King ct Notwich 
ria Hotel April 18 at 
Bika st, ~_- & 
rd, Baker Aprfl 10 at 11 


rd, Hardware 


Y fee ee 


ee 8, Albert "a Albert r, Midderbo 


4 at 12.15 Catnon, Brita, Cmmereied Trovdier 
Liangefni, Coachbuilder el 10 at 
, Foun: Writ1an, 


9t Ogden’s chmbre, Bri ney gn et : 

's chm 

, Jonny. Apel 10 at 4.80 
"Mowat pleatant, Punbrides 


and Taomas Howarp Morn- 
April 10 at 11 Off Reo, 29. 


IDFA Bri 
810 SRL Gat on 
Wea 
Pes cduesbary, Reg Merchant April 10 at 
‘Bankruptoy bi Sr esteteaten, Captain 
Dealer April 9 at 


ewport, 
Mon 
: ae 
wate i, 1, Goal Barry in Formos 
arta Femee Acc 13 


ett nov Paget 





iber_ April 


me en ie j 





Carrrexpey, Ex:scy Many, Gravesend, Widow Rochester 
Pet March 80 Ord March 90 

Coeas, Jonx Lavouas, Coleman st, Wine Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan 24 Ord March 26 

Coorzr, Taomas, Lelocster Leicester Pet March 25 Ord 


27 

Frayxorws, Exrry Manta, Bridgend, Draper Cardiff Pet 
March 26 Ord March 27 

Frara, Saucer, Leeds Leeds Pet March 27 Ord March 27 


Fisuen, Jauzs Eouvyp, Stourbridge, Commission Agent 
ay M. my Feb 11 Ord rer 

Fiewrrr, Eu rd East, Machinist High 

eo neg tow = March 26 - 

NTE: mies FYITH, Ecitentecry, Grocer Neath 
Pet March 29 Ont Soe 2 

Bares, Wiu1am, Leeds, Fish Dealer Leeds Pet March 

Ord March 28 


Hue ARTHUR, Widderminster, Oi] Merchant Kidder- 
Pet March 22 Ord March 22 


MOP TGAGB.—£80,000 Wanted in one : 
smaller sums on a first-class * 


Pea isieeet 6p estos fll partons 


EADING.—First Floor Offices Vac 
alta or June; Solicitor leaving after six in 
Box 80, care of Bates, Hendy, Coy 
Valpy-tzect, ; 


OHN COTTENHAM LUXFORDS 


Deceased.—Any person ha a Will of John C 
ham yey pce Se 











minster 
sons * J Bn EN ateg Merchant 8 
Jacos, Enwarp aa a woe Fishing Boat 
‘Ord March 30 
& Wrexham 
2 
Kerr, Soan Catvix, Liverpool, Hosier Liverpool Pet 
Feb 20 Ord March 
aan ~ , By t Joseru, Didsbury, Clerk Manchester 
Pet March 18 Ord March 
Patrick, Stream New Shariston, Grocer Wakefield Pet 
March Ord March 29 
Peer, Exits, ~) =" , Bootmaker Lincoln Pet 
March 29 Ord 
Perrir, Waiter, Bow, Licensed Victualler High Court 
Pane Mareh 98 | Ord March 38, in 
non, Tomas Epwarp, Tipton, Tobacconist Dudley 
March 26 Ord March 26 
Ropins, Aurrep Gzorcs, Guildford, Coal Merchant 
Guildford Pet March 9 Ord March 
Rosixsos, Dixau, Burnley Pet March 30 Ord 
March 30 
Rocers, Grorcs Faeperica, Notting Hill Electrical 
Engineer Court Pet March 4 Ord March 26 
Sram, ieee ee Victualler Preston 
March 99 
Gay, y Sisear, Tang Spesagronss West Bromwich 
| cf Pi, mua, Stepney, Ironmonger High Court 
eb 
Tayior, Hewry Augean, Finsbury oy, Solicitor High Court 
Ww ag W stg Camberwell, Hatter High Court 
att, Davin Wit 
Pet March 2 Ord March 28 
Watrers, Georce Hewry, Hingston upon Hull, Builder 


Kingston upon Hull Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
Werno.ey, Witau, Bodmin, J Jeweller P 
Ord March 29 


Wiae, Hanry | ee, Liverpool, Draper Liverpool Pet 
8 Ord March 29 
Outfitter Ponty- 


Ww WwW. H 

1LL1aMs, WALTER Horac 

pridd Pet Feb 28 Ord March 

wae —_ Bourton on the Water, Farmer Chelten- 
et March 27. Ord March 28 


Wanner, Hanae, Newport I W, Butcher Byde Pet 
Waring, ny eT oe Bootmaker High Court Pet 


March 29 
Youre. ee, Pet Mareh 29 
= Birmingham Birmingham 








All letters intended for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Jowrnal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, i is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 

-.268.; by Post, 28s. Soxiorrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
bs..6d. 








EDE AND SOR, 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLIOITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
and Olerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Olergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1699. 


Law W' 








To EXECUTORS.—VALUATIONS, : 
ESSRS. CHANCELLOR & SONG 
a vs VALUATIONS for Probate and’ 


other or country. 4 
aster Sera aati 
ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, B 


street, Grosvenor-equare, beg to cal] the attention 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive W 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


AUCTION SALES. 
ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIO 








be had on application at their Of 


attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. 
54, Borough Borough High-street, and 68, Chancery-lane, W.0. 


HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lom 
eTrust, and 57, Caanrma-cnoss, Loxpos. 
Eetablished 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macpowaxp, 
¥. B. Macpoxap, 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or FUNDED FROPERTS or é 


the BOUITABEE 
Mociary ( DUTED), 4 
Interest on Loans may b 


C. H. yrow ts 
¥. H. YTON, 


THE PROVIDENT CLERKS’ & GENERAL GU 
ASSOCIATION, LIMITED. 
CAPITAL £100,000. 


Th Association ISSUES BONDS for TRUST 
in BAN KR RECEIVERS and LIQUIDATORS 
Speen i whi ne sey oud 

ig ryaseab as yf H. B. BRAIN, J 5 ; 


“ “Botte TYPEWRITING OFFIOR.”, 
All kinds of — 9 » 





Joint 








VERSIONARY 

Wi 
1836. 
lized. 











attention to week, 
ae Orriozs, Grhaville Howe, oe : 
Strand, W.C 3 


ORIENT COMPANY'S PLEASURE C 
For SPAIN, SICILY, the ADRIATIO, # 
The “ GARONNE,” 3,876 tons ; 
horse = leave London, tor & 
Maxaea, P. AZ —— Tuusrs, ? 
GA, —- Ay ee z, ; } 
GipRaLrar, arriving at Plymouth on 2th May, © 
Landon, 29th May. 


Ging, Went band, electric ight, electric ell, hot and 


Managers : F. Green & Anderson, Anderson, 
“E.Grug.t Oo Anton, Ant Va 


sre ns to the Weat-ond Branch ( ) 





% 





=a 








Sr cme ATS OM retina! mr * tie o> 








